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By Mr. PETERSON: Petition of sundry citizens of Cary,
Whiting, East Chieago, Lafayette, and other cities of the tenth
congressional district of Indiana, protesting against national
prohibition ; te the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. POST: Petition of various persons of Bradford, West
Milton, Troy, Covington, Pleasant Hill, and Pigua, all of Miami
County, Ohio, for Congress to pass a law to compel concerns
selling goods direct to consumers by mail to contribute their
portion of funds in the development of the local community; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of W. B. Baldwin and other citizens of Clark
County, Ohio, favoring national prohibition; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. RAKER : Resolutions by the Public Ownership Associ-
ation, of San Francisco, Cal.,, favoring the operation as public
utilities by the Government of all coal mines and oil fields; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, resolutions by the San Francisco Board of Trade, San
Francisco, Cal,, favoring House bill 2743, authorizing the Secre-
tary of the Treasury to cause to be erected a suitable building
for marine-hospital purposes in San Francisco; to the Commit-
tee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr., SCULLY : Petitions of sundry citizens and business
firms of the State of New Jersey and International Union of
the United Brewery Workmen, of Cincinnati, Ohio, protesting
against national prohibition; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

Also, memorial of the Independent Retail Merchants of New
York City, favoring passage of the Stevens bill (H. R. 13305)
relative to price maintenance; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce,

By Mr. SELDOMRIDGE: Petition of the Longmont Com-
mercial Association, favoring Stevens standard-price bill (H. R.
13305) ; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

Also, petition of sundry citizens of Colorado Springs, Colo.,
favoring woman-suffrage amendment; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. SELLS: Petition of various business men of Sevier-
ville, Tenn., favoring passage of House bill 5308, relative to
i;xing mail-order houses; to the Committee on Ways and

eans, :

By Mr. J. M, C. 8MITH : Petition of 1,059 citizens of Cold-
water, Mich., favoring national prohibition; to the Committee
on the Judiciary, .

By Mr. SPARKMAN : Petition of sundry citizens of Coleman,
the United Church of Christ, and the Congregational Church of
St. Petersburg, all in the State of Florida, favoring national
prohibition; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. TEN EYCK (by request) : Petitions of James H. Gil-
more, A. Trenting, H. J. Berg, G. H. Dyer, J. A. Ray, William
A. Graham, Charles Harrod, F. E. Hinchey, J. F. Quenlan, E. J.
Smith, and others, all of the International Association of Ma-
chinists, in the State of New York, in favor of the machinists’
wage hill (H. R. 12740) ; to the Committee on Labor.

By Mr. TUTTLE: Petition of sundry business men of the
fifth congressional district of New Jersey, favoring passage of
House bill 5308, relative to taxing mail-order houses; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petitions of 82 citizens of the fifth congressional district
of New Jersey and 168 citizens of Elizabeth, N. J., protesting
against national prohibition; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. UNDERHILL:: Petition of the Independent Retail
Merchants of Greater New York, favoring House bill 13305,
the Stevens standard-price bill; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

Also, petition of the Reform Club Tariff Reform Committee,
New York City, favoring repeal of the canal-tolls exemption;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

Also, petition of General A. 8. Diven Camp, No. 77, Sons of
Veterans, of Horseheads, N. Y., against changing the United
States flag; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petitions of sundry citizens of New York, favoring na-
tional prohibition; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. VARE: Petition of 515 citizens of the first congres-
sional disirict of Pennsylvania, protesting against national
prohibition ; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petitions of sundry citizens of Philadelphia, Pa., against
national prohibitiion; to the Committee on the Judiciary,

By Mr. WALLIN: Petition of 50 voters of the thirtieth New
York congressional district, protesting against national pro-
hibition; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of various teachers of the schools in Sche-
nectady, N. Y., favoring the enactment of a law establishing a
censorship for moving plctures; to the Committee on Education.
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By Mr. WILLIS: Petition of D. BE. Strayer and five other
citizens of De Graff, Ohlo, in favor of local taxation of mail-
order houses; to the Committee on Ways and Means,

Also, petition of the Woman Suffrage Association of Dayton,
Obio, in favor of constitutional amendment to provide for
woman suffrage; to the Committee on the Judiciary,

SENATE.
‘Tuespay, May 12, 1914.

The Chaplain, Rev. Forrest J. Prettyman, D. D., offered the
following prayer:

Almighty God, Thou dost teach us the higher unity of life
by the very sacrifices that we are called upon to make for the
public good. Thou hast brought us into a blessed brotherhood.
Thou dost make much of the blessing of life depend upon the
spirit with which we mingle with our fellow men. Thou hast
placed many things before us which are more to be prized than
life itself. Honor and truth and freedom are far more valuable
than any human life. We thank Thee that the high aspirations
Thou hast created within us point us to something beyond the
mere life which we live. The promise which is voiced by our
own heart's desire for life abundant and for freedom eternal
is the prophecy of its fulfillment hereafter. Bless us this day
in the discharge of its duties. May we live up to the high
privilege of the sons of God. For Christ’s sake. Amen,

Mr. STONE. Mr. President, I make the point of no quo-
rom.

The VICH PRESIDENT. The Secretary will call the roll.

The Secretary called the roll, and the following Senators an-
swered to their names:

Asnurst Gore Norris Smith, Mich.
Bankhead Gronna Oliver Smith, 8. C,
Borah Hitcheock Overman Bmoot
Brady Hollis Owen Sterling
Brandegee Hughes Btone
Bristow James Perking Sutherland
Bryan Johnson Pittman Thomas
Burleigh Jones Poindexter Thompson

rton {enyon Reed Thornton
Chilton Kern Hobinson Tillman
Clapp La Follette Root Townsend
it i e e Sheppard Warre

Lee e o arren

Crawford McCumber Sherman West
Cummins MeLean Shively Williams
Dillingham Martin, Va. Smith, Ariz. Works
Gallinger Martine, N. J Smith, Ga.

Mr. SHEPPARD. I wish to announce the necessary absence
of my colleague [Mr. CurBErsoN |, and to state that he is paired
with the Senator from Delaware [Mr., pu Poxr]. This an-
nouncement may stand for the day.

Mr. THORNTON. I desire to announce the necessary absence
of the junior Senator from New York [Mr. O'Gorman]. I will
let this announcement stand for the day.

Mr. OVERMAN, I desire to announce that my colleague [Mr.
Simmons] is confined to his home by indisposition.

Mr. CHILTON. I wish fo announce the necessary absence
of the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. Farr]. I will let this
announcement stand for the day.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Sixty-seven Senators have answered
to the roll call, There is a quorum. The Secretary will read
the Journal of the proceedings of the preceding session.

The Secretary proceeded to read the Journal of the proceed-
ings of Saturday last, when, on request of Mr. GArLINGER and
by unanimous consent, the further reading was dispensed with
and the Journal was approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE.

A message from the House of Representatives, by J. C. South,
its Chief Clerk, announced that the House had passed the bill
(8. 4158) to reduce the fire limit required by the act approved
March 4, 1913, in respect to the proposed Federal building at
Salisbury, Md.

The message also announced that the HFouse had passed a bill
(H. R, 15280) making appropriations for the payment of in-
valid and other pensions of the United States for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1915, and for other purposes, in which it re-
quested the concurrence of the Senate.

ENROLLED BILL AND JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED,

The message further annoupced that the Speaker of the
House had signed the following enrolled bill and joint resolu-
tion, and they were thereupon signed by the Vice President:

H. R. 3432. An act to reinstate Frank Ellsworth McCorkle as
a cadet at the United States Military Academy; and
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8. J. Res. 145. Joint resolution authorizing the President to
detail Lieut. Frederick Mears to service in connection with pro-
posed Alaskan railroad.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS,

The VICE PRESIDENT presented petitions of sundry eciti-
zens of Ottumwa, Iowa; of Cleveland and Cincinnati, Ohio;
of Houston, Sheldon, and Roberts, Ill.; of Muddy Creek Forks,
New Galilee, McDonald, Clarion, and Parkers Landing, Pa.;
of Bridgeton, Newark, Boundbrook, West Orange, and Jersey
City, N. J.; of Plymouth and Indianapolis, Ind.; of Baltimore,
Perryville, and Highlands, Md.; of Brooklyn, Kenmore, Albany,
and Middletown, N. Y.; of Liberal, Kans.; of Redondo Beach,
Cal.; and of Jamestown, N. Dak., praying for the adoption of an
amendment to the Constitution to prohibit polygamy, which
were referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. GALLINGER. I present petitions signed by ex-Gov.
David H. Goddell and 4,241 other voters of New Hampshire,
praying for national prohibition. I ask that the petitions be
received and referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

The VICE PRESIDENT, The petitions will be referred to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. GALLINGER presented a petition of the Equal Suffrage
League of Newport, N. H., praying for the adoption of an
amendment to the Constitution granting the right of suffrage
to women, which was ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented petitions of the congregation of the Con-
gregational Church of Deerfield; the Merrimack County Chris-
tian Endeavor Union; the congregation and Sunday school of
the Union Avenue Baptist Church, of Lakeport; and the con-
gregation snd Bible school of the Congregational Church of
Hudson, all in the State of New Hampshire, praying for na-
tional prohibition, which were referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

Mr. WILLIAMS presented petitions of sundry citizens of
Morton, Greenville, and Eupora, in the State of Mississippi,
praying for national prohibition, which were referred to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. HITCHCOCK presented a petition of Typographical
TUnion No. 180, of Omaha, Nebr., praying for the enactment of
legislation to make lawful certain agreements between laborers
and employees and persons engaged in agriculture or horticul-
ture and to lmit the issuing of injunctions in certain cases,
which was referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. KERN presented memorials of sundry citizens of In-
dianapolis, Hoagland, and Mooresville, all in the State of
Indiana, and of the American Association of Foreign Language

‘Newspapers, of New York City, N. Y., remonstrating against

national prohibition, which were referred to the Committee on
the Judieclary.

He also presented petitions of sundry citizens of Fremont,
Richmond, Vincennes, and Dupont, all in the State of Indiana,
praying for national prohibition, which were referred to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey presented petitions of sundry
citizens of New Jersey, praying for the adoption of an amend-
ment to the Constitution granting the right of suffrage to
women, which were ordered to lie on the table.

Mr. STERLING presented a petition of sundry citizens of
Fort Pierre, 8. Dak,, praying for the adoption of an amendment
to the Constitution granting the right of suffrage to women,
which was ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of White,
8. Dak., praying for national prohibition, which was referred to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. BURTON presented petitions of sundry citizens of Ohio,
praying for an appropriation of $100,000 for the enforcement of
the law to protect migratory birds, which were ordered to lie on
the table.

He also presented petitions of sundry citizens of Ohio, pray-
ing for national prohibition, which were referred to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

He also presented memorials of sundry ecitizens of Ohio,
remonstrating against national prohibition, which were referred
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. JONES presented telegrams in the nature of petitions

from Local Division No. 516, Brotherhood of Locomotive Engi-'

neers, of Hillyard; from Local Division No. 899, Brotherhood

of Locomotive Engineers, of Seattle; from Loecal Lodge, Brother-

hood of Railway Trainmen, of Tacoma; from the Guardians of
Liberty, of Spokane; from the Brotherhood of Locomotive En-
gineers of Spokane; from Local Lodge No. 407, Brotherhood of
Locomotive Firemen and Enginemen, of Seattle; and from the
Brotherhood of Railway Trainmen of Seattle, all in the State of

Washington, praying for the enactment of legislation to further
restrict immigration, which were ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented a telegram in the nature of a memorial
from the German-American League of the State of Washington,
remonstrating against the enactment of legislation to provide
an educational test for immigrants, which was ordered to lie on
the table.

Mr. OVERMAN presented a petition of the Redpath Chau-
tauqua, of Salisbury, N. C., praying for the adoption of an
amendment to the Constitution to prohibit polygamy, which
was referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. HUGHES presented petitions of sundry citizens of New
Jersey, praying for national prohibition, which were referred to
the Committee on the Judiciary. p

He also presented memorials of sundry citizens of New Jer-
sey, remonstrating against national prohibition, which were re-
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

He also presented memorials of sundry citizens of New
Jersey, remonstrating against the repeal of the exemption clause
ofmthe Panama Canal act, which were ordered to lie on the
table.

Mr. SHEPPARD presented petitions signed by over 6,000 citi-
zens of the State of Texas, praying for national prohibition,
which were referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

He also presented a memorial of sundry citizens of Hamby,
Tex., remonstrating against the enactment of legislation com-
pelling the observance of Sunday as a day of rest in the Dis-
trict of Columbia, which was referred to the Committee on the
District of Columbia. :

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Hamby,
Abilene, and Electra, in the State of Texas, praying for the
enactment of legislation to grant a compensatory time privilege
to post-office employees, which was referred to the Committee
on Post Offices and Post Roads.

He also presented a petition of the Ministerial Association of
Austin, Tex., praying for Federal censorship of motion pictures,
which was referred to the Committee on Education and Labor.

Mr, BRISTOW presented petitions of sundry ecitizens of
Valley Falls and Neodesha, in the State of Kansas, praying for
the establishment of a system of rural credits, which were
referred fo the Committee on Banking and Currency.

He also presented petitions of sundry citizens of Mullinville,
Hiattville, and Humboldf, in the State of Kansas, praying for
national prohibition, which were referred to the Committee on
the Judiciary. i

He also presented a petition of inmates of the National Mili-
tary Home, Kansas, praying for the creation of a volunteer
officers’ retired list, which was referred to the Committee on
Military Affairs, ] :

Mr. BRADY presented petitions of sundry citizens of Idaho,
praying for an appropriation of $100,000 for the protection of
birds under the so-called migratory-bird law, which were ordered
to lie on the table.

Mr. WORKS presented a petition of the Ministerial Union of
Petaluma, Cal.,, praying for national prohibition, which was
referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. §

He also presented a petition of the Pastors’ Union of Peta-
luma, Cal., praying for Federal censorship of motion pictures,
which was referred to the Committee on Education and Labor.

He also presented a memorial of sundry citizens of San
Francisco, Cal., remonstrating against national prohibition,
which was referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr, PERKINS presented memorials of sundry citizens of San
Francisco and Los Angeles, in the State of California, remon-
strating against national prohibition, which were referred to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

He also presented a petition of sundry clitizens of San Jose,
Cal., praying for national prohibition, which was referred to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

He also presented a petition of the Publie Ownership Asso-
ciation of California, praying for Government ownership of codl
mines and oil fields, which was referred to the Committes on
Public Lands.

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Paskenta,
Cal., praying for the enactment of legisiation to provide for
more eflicient Indian administration, which was referred to the
Committee on Indinn Affairs,

Mr. TOWNSEND presented memorials of sundry citizens of
‘Michigan, remonstrating against national prohibition, which
were referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

He also presented petitions of sundry citizens of Michigan,
praying for national prohibition, which were referred to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

He also presented a petition of sundry post-office employees of
Albion, Mich., praying for the enactment of legislation to grant
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a compensatory time privilege to post-office employees, which
was referred to the Committee on Post Offices and Iost Roads.

Mr. OLIVER presented petitions of sundry citizens of Penn-
sylvania, praying for national prohibition, which were referred
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

He also presented petitions of sundry woman-suffrage organi-
zations of Pennsylvania, praying for the adoption of an amend-
ment to the Constitution granting the right of suffrage to
women, which were ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented memorials of sundry citizens of Pennsyl-
yvania, remonstrating against national prohibition, which were
referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

He also presented a petition of the Chamber of Commerce of
Erie, 1’a., and a petition of the Manufacturers’ Association of
Erie, Pa., praying for the postponement until the next session
of Congress of action upon the so-called trade commission, inter-
locking directorates, Sherman-law definition biils, and the so-
called omnibus bill embodying them, which were referred to
the Committee on Interstate Commerce.

He also presented a petition of the Twenty-second and Twenty-
fifth Wards Branch of Allegheny County Soclalist Party, of
Pittsburgh, Pa., and a petition of Local Union No. 145, United
Mine Workers of America, of Hopewell, Pa., praying for an in-
vestigation into the conditions existing in the mining districts of
Colorado, which were referred to the Committee on Edueation
and Labor. ~

He also presented a memorial of the Medical Club of Harris-
burg, Pa., remonstrating against the enactment of legislation
to prohibit the distribution and dispensing of nareotic drugs
by physicians, dentists, and veterinarians, which was ordered
to lie on the table.

Mr. POINDEXTER presented a memorial of the Local So-
clalist Party of Bangor, Wash., remonstrating against condi-
tions existing in the mining districts of Colorado, which was
referred to the Committee on BEducation and Labor.

He also presented a petition of the Freeholders’ Commission
of Seattle, Wash., praying for the establishment of a bureau of
municipal affairs as a part of the Department of Commerce,
which was referred to the Committee on Commerce.

Mr. CRAWFORD presented petitions of sundry citizens of
Roberts County, 8. Dak., praying for national prohibition,
which were referred fo the Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. LODGE presented petitions of sundry citizens of Fitch-
burg, Leominster, Athol, Millbury, Southbridge, Watertown,
Berlin, Gardner, Spencer, Lynn, and Somerville, all in the
State of Massachusetts, praying for national prohibition, which
were referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

He also presented memorials of sundry citizens of Boston,
Cambridge, Everett, Malden, Winchester, Winthrop, Lynn,
Chestertown, Medford, Lowell, Waltham, Woburn, Newton,
Fitchburg, South Framingham, Fall River, Stoneham, Spring-
field, Stoughton, Sandwich, Reading, Peabody, and Salem, all in
the State of Massachusetts, remonstrating against national pro-
hibition, which were referred to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

Mr., MARTIN of Virginia presented petitions of sundry citi-
zens of Eagle Rock, Va., praying for national prohibition, which
were referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. PAGE presented a petition of the congregation of the
Advent Church of Brattleboro, Vi.,, and a petition of the con-
gregation of the Baptist Church of North Bennington, Vt., pray-
ing for national prohibition, which were referred to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

Mr. RANSDELL presented a telegram in the nature of a
memorial from sundry citizens of the first and second congres-
sional (stricts of the State of Louisiana, remonstrating against
national prohibition, which was referred to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

Mr., SAULSBURY presented petitions of sundry citizens of
Delaware, praying for the adoption of an amendment to the
Constitution granting the right of suffrage to women, which
were ordered to lie on the table. .

Mr. BRANDEGER presented petitions of Mrs. Ernest Thomp-
son Seton and sundry other citizens of Connecticut, praying for
the adoption of an amendment to the Constitution granting the
right of suffrage to women, which were ordered to lie on the
table.

Mr. GRONNA presented a petition of sundry citizens of
‘Adams County, N. Dak., praying for the enactment of legisla-
tion to further restrict immigration, which was ordered to lie
on the table.

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of McKinney,
,N. Dak., praying for national prohibition, which was referred to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. SMOOT presented petitions of the Commereinl Club
traffic bureau, of Salt Lake City; of the Commercial Club of
Salt Lake City; and of the Utah Jobbers' Association, of Salt
Lake Ciiy, all in the State of Utah, praying for the extension
of the Parcel Post System, which were referred to the Com-
mittee on Post Offices and Post Roads.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan presented memorials of 303 citizens
of the State of Michigan, remonstrating against national prohi-
bition, which were referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

He also presented petitions of sundry cltizens of Michigan,
praying for national prohibition, which were referred to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

He also presented petitions of 8. M. Stevens Lodge, No. 150,
Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen and Enginemen, of Mar-
quette; of Calhoun Lodge, No. 84, Brotherhood of Locomotive
Firemen and Enginemen, of Battle Creek; of Local Lodge No.
332, Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen and Enginemen, of
Grand Rapids; and of Wayne Lodge, No. 508, Brotherhood of
Locomotive Firemen and Enginemen, of Detroit, all in the State
of Michigan, praying for the enactment of legislation to further
restrict immigration, which were ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented petitions of Stereotypers’ Loecal Union No.
101, of Grand Rapids; of Printing Pressmen and Assistants’
Local Union No. 136, of Saginaw; of Photo Engravers' Local
Union No. 12, of Detroit; and of Typographical Local Union No.
18, of Detroit, all in the State of Michigan, praying for the enact-
ment of legislation to make lawful certain agreements between
employees and laborers and persons engaged in agriculture or
horticulture, and to limit the issuing of injunctions in certain
cases, which were referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

He also presented a memorial of I. B. Richardson Post, No.
13, Grand Army of the Republic, Department of Michigan, of
Harbor Springs, Mich., remonstrating against any change being
made in the American flag, which was referred to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

He also presented petitions of the Bay County Equal Suffrage
Association; of the Equal Suffrage League of Wayne County;
and of the faculty and students of Olivet College, Olivet, all in
the State of Michigan, praying for the adoption of an amend-
ment to the Constitution granting the right of suffrage to
women, which were ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented memorials of sundry citizens of Cedar
Lake, Stanton, Edmore, Allendale, and Otsego, all in the State
of Michigan, remonstrating against the enactment of legisla-
tion compelling the observance of Sunday as a day of rest in
the District of Columbia, which were referred to the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia.

He also presented petitions of the West Michigan Game and
Fish Protective Association; of the Rainbow Rod and Gun Club,
of Ludington; of the Michigan Audubon Society, and of the
Michigan Association for the Protection of Game and Fish, all
in the State of Michigan, praying for an appropriation of $100,-
000 for ithe enforcement of the so-called migratory-bird law,
which were ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Waucedah,
Mich., praying for the enactment of legislation fto establish a
system of farm credits, which was referred to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

He also presented a memorial of the Genesee County Medical
Society, of Michigan, remonstrating against the enactment of
legislation prohibiting the distribution and dispensing of nar-
cotic drugs by physicians, dentists, and veterinarians, which
was ordered to lie on the table.

Mr. GORE presented petitions of sundry citizens of Oklahoma,
praying for national prohibition, which were referred to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

PANAMA RAILROAD CO.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, when the Panama Canal tolls
bill was under consideration by the committee to which it was
referred some testimony was given to the effect that ocean
freights are fixed by combinations or conferences so general in
their character that they are participated in even by the Pan-
ama Railroad Co., and that the freight rates of the ships of that
company are fixed as a result of such conferences so participated
in by its officers. The United States Government is prosecuting
a suit at this time against various ship companies, charging
them with a violation of the law in connection with such confer-
ences. The charge so made before the committee practically
amounts to an accusation that the officers of the Panama Rail-
road Co. are participating in the nnlawful acts against which the
efforts of the Government are so directed.

A resolution was adopted by the committee requesting that the
secretary of the committee communicate with the manager of the
company and ask a statement from him in relation to the matter,
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Likewise a guestion arose as to the proportion of the earrying
capacity of line steamers ordinarily occupied by the cargoes they
carry. The resolution also directed that the manager of the com-
pany be requested to communicate the experience of the com-
pany in that regard.

At the request of the chairman of the committee, I addressed
a communieation to Mr. Drake, the manager of the company, and
I have his answer to the inguiries thus addressed, which I send
to the desk, with a request for unanimous consent that it may

be read.
The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair

lLears none, and the Secretary will read the communieation.
The Secretary read as follows:

L PAXNAMA RatroaDp Co,,
2} Btate 8treet, New York, May 7, 191},

Hon, T. J. WaLsH,
Commitiee on Interoceanic Canals
United State Senate, If’ﬂshinytou, D. Q.

DeARr Siit: We acknowledge receipt of your letter of the 1st instant,
addressed to our vice president, who is absent from the office for a few
days, and thank youn for giving us an opportunity to furnish the facts in
comnection with the various statements that have been made from time
to time that our company beton&u to or is represented in ** conferences,
and that its rates are fixed by the action of such conference meetings.

In these statements reference has been made to the European coufer-
ence and to the New York conference. The European conference ig
known as the “ conference of West India Atlantic steamship companies,
and is composed of steamship lines operating between Eurcpe and Colon
and Puerto Mexico, where they connect with our company and the Te-
huantepec Rallroad, respectively, on traffic to and from ports of South
America, Central Ameriea, Mexico, and the United States,

We understand that meetings of these conference lines are held in
Europe from time to time, but the only one of which we have adviece is
that usually held either in June, July, or August of each year, at which
our company, the Tehuantepec Railroad, the Guatemalan rallroads, and
the Paeific Ocean carriers of all these routes are invited to be repre-
sented for the pu e of decidinig the conditions under which Central
American and nli’exlm coffee destined to European ports is to be carried
during the subsequent coffee season that begins in %euember. "

Th pe traflic is carried under what is known as the * rebate-
elrcular ' plan, by which shi&pem or consignees are granted a rebate of
10 per cent on tariff rate at the end of the season, provided they
have restricted their shipments of coffee to the Panama, Tehuantepec,
or Guatemalan routes, and since the time the United Btates secured
control of our company we have not participated in this rebate, which
is pald in full by our Atlantic and Pacific cocarriers. On the eontrary,
we have objec to the rebate principle and repeatedly notified our con-
nections that while we would participate in any rates necessary to se-
cure traffic against competitlve routes, we would not be parties to any
agreement or understan . glvitxlllg shulppers or consignees a rebate at the
end of each season or at any other time,

YWe have not bean and are not now members of the conference; have
attended this one meeting each year in an advisory capacity for the puor-
pose of objecting to the Atlantic lines, our Pacilic cocarriers, and the
representatives of competitive routes from taking steps which in our
judgment might result in decreasing our traffic or di it to these
competitive routes; and durlng such meetin%a have openly stated to
these lines t if the conditions established by them and their Pacifie
carriers resulted in the diversion of traffic from our route, we would
take any action we deemed necessary to prevent this, even to the extent
of bringing European shipments via New York by our steamship line.

The New York conference was first brought to our attentiom in the
latter t of 1900, This consisted of steamship lines interested in
the Cng';, Venezuelan, and West Indian trafile, in which we were not
concerned, and also in traffic to Colon. We understood that the ebject
of this conference was to, if possible, establish uniform bills of lading,
ghipping receipts, due bills, and other ghipping documents; to keep the
varjous lines Informed of the decisions rendered by the Government
from time to time governing the rtation of dangerous, dam-
aging, and Inflammable cargo on er steamers; and ﬁm&mllyr to
keep informed on all questions of shipping not connected any way
with the establishment of rates.

We were elected members of thls conference, but declined to accept
election, and we have not at any tlme participated or been represented
at meet where the gquestion of raising or lowering rates was dis-
cussed or settled, nor have we been guided in the slightest degree by
any action regarding rates, If such has been taken, by this or any other
confercence.

The rates from New York and those from Eurogc;tic:‘o points in Cen-
tral America, Mexico, and South America are not on the basls of

local rates of the Atlantic carrier, the railroad across the Isthmus
of Panama, and the carrier on the Pacific Ocean, because a combination
of “locals™ would give a g!zher rate than the traffic would stand in
competition with steamers salling via the Straits of Magellan,

When our steamship line was the only carrier between New York and
Colon the tariff then in effect was one that had been agreed to by the
Atlantic carrier, the Panama Railroad, and the Pacific earcier. When
other steamship lines from New York were granted through-billing priv-
ile; over the Panama Railroad upon exactly the same terms and con-
ditions as our own steamship line, it was upon the basis of their malin-
taining the through tariffs to Central America, Mexico, and South
America then in effect, nud that changes therefrom could be made only
by consent of all the initial carriers; otherwise these varlous lines
would be competing with each other for this traffic at the expense of
our company and the Pacific carrier.

The rates from the United States to Central America were for many
{ears past higher than those from Eunrope via the direct lines running

o Colon, although the route is some 1,300 miles shorter from this eoun-
try. Since the Government assamed control of our company we have,
under the authority given vs as initial carriers, endeavored fo have the
rates from the United States established on at least as low a basis as
those from Europe, and In this we have been successful, not because of
m:lg rlfht we_ possess, but on account of the attitude we have consist-
ené mlt%sﬁet‘;o the United States to th

e ra m the Un A to the west coast of South America
have always been higher than those from , but as a result of our
efforts they were finally lowered to the European basis, notwithstand-
ing the fact that the most important of these lines is controlled by a

S;mp:ﬁy largely interested in the traffic from Europe on the Atlantie
cean.

On the local traffic between New York and the Canal Zone we have
no understanding or eement with any of the lines that run from
Eurcpe or from the United States.- The basic rate of $8 per ton that
was effect between New York and Colon prior to the time the Gov-

ernment assnmed conirol of our company was shortly thereafter

reduced by us to $3.50, so as to enable the Government to have the
material required in the construection of the eanal earried at a low
rate in its steamships of American registry. The other lines running
to the Canal Zone, none of which operate steamers of American regis-
try, can establish any rate they consider necessary, but it is not likely
they will quote lower than the one we have established, because the
principal complaint they have always made i3 that our rate should be
advanced to the basis of rates charﬁed by them to West Indian ports,
some 600 miles nearer to New York than is the Canal Zone, ranging
from £4.40 to $6 per ton.
g CARGO CAPACITY OF STEAMERS,

Onr steamsheia)s nsually sail from New York cither * down to thelr
marks " or filled to their capacity.

The steamship Advance, of 1,650 tons net register and 2,605 tons
gross, can not carry more than 1,950 tons,

The steamship Allianca, of 2,364 tons net register and 3,805 tons
gross, is fully loaded with 2,500 tons.

The steamships Colon and Panama, of 4,193 tons net register and
5,687 tons gross, are fully loaded with 4,500 tons.

The Ancon and Cristobal, of 8,195 tons net register and 9,606 tons
gross, are “ down to their marks " with 11,200 tons. d

The foreign colllers that we secure from the Barn Line Steamship
Co. for the carriage of our coal from Norfolk and Newport News to
Colon carry about two and one-half times their net registered tonnage :
for instance, the steamship Clearpool, of 2,714 tons net register, left
Norfolk with 86,3543 tons of Pocahontas coal and had 598% tons in the
bunkers. The steamship Tabor, of 2,392 tons net register, left Norfolk
with 5,463} tons of Pocahontas coal and 526 tons in the hunkers,

Our experience is that combined passenger and freight steamers
such as the four first above mentioned are able to carry very little in
excess of their met registered tonnage, because of the space that is
required for the accommodation of passengers and crew and the su
glles that must be carried. The Ancon and Cristobal were original

uilt as cargo steamers, and the small passenger accommodations wi
which they are now su were constructed after the vessels had
been in service for some time, If these accommodations were removed
and the crew proportionately reduced in number, we figure the vessels
would carry from 1,000 to 1,300 tons more than at t.

We trust this satisfactorily answers the inquiries you have made,
but lwc shall be glad, to furnish any additi information that you
require,

Yours, respectfully, T. H. RoSsSBOTTOM,
Aesistant to Yice President.
MIGRATORY-BIED LAW,

Mr. THOMPSON, Mr. President, I have received a nuniber
of telegrams in the nature of memorials from prominent citi-
zens of Kansas, protesting against the proposed reduction in the
appropriation in the Agricultural bill for the enforcement of the
migratory-bird law. As the Senate knows, Secretary Houston
has asked for $100,000 for the support and enforcement of this
law. The appropriation was reduced to $50,000 by the House,
and the Senate committee has further reduced it to only $10,-
000, which renders it practically inoperative. I should like to
have the telegrams read.

Mr. REED. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Kansas
yield to the Senator from Missouri?

AMr. THOMPSON. Yes.

Mr. REED. 1 desire to ask the Senator from Kansas if he is
aware of the fact that various departments of the Government
have absolutely refused to test this law in the courts? There
are responsible citizens who will plead guilty of having shot
game contrary to the law and the regulations thereunder, and
yet the departments of the Government have absolutely de-
clined to bring suit. I will ask the Senator if he does not
know further that there is not a respectable lawyer in the
United States who believes that this law is constitutional, and,
therefore, the waste of §100,000 would be more than ordinarily
ridiculons?

Mr. THOMPSON. Mr. President, in answer to the guestion
propounded by the Senator from Missouri I will simply say
that this is the first time in my knowledge of public affairs that
I have ever heard that it was neeessary for the Government
which passed a law to prosecute an action to determine whether
the law which was passed by Congress was constitutional. I
have always understood that it was the right of any citizen
under the law fo test any law passed by Congress or by a State;
but it is hardly within the province of the Government to in-
stitute a suit to try to discredit the action of the Congress
iteelf, the lawmaking power. It is, as I have said, the right
of every citizen to determine this question, and every court
which has passed upon the Iaw thus far has held it to be consti-
tutional. No court has, at any rate, held it unconstitutional.
The law is upon the statute hooks and is presnmed to be con-
stitutional. 8o long as it is the law it is our duty to see that
it is enforced and to make a sufficient appropriation to enforce
it. It is for the courts to determine its constitutionality.
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Mr. REED. Mr. President, will the Senator from Kansas
tell me how a citizen is to determine the constitutionality of
this law if the Government will not make an arrest?

Mr. THOMPSON. There are already in the Recorp letters
from the Secretary of Agriculture showing that there have been
various prosecutions under this law and that men have been
convicted and have stood the penalty. Evidently, in the minds
of those who were prosecuted, the law was constitutional. They
at least falled to take an appeal.

Mr, THOMAS. Mr. President, I do not like——

Mr. REED. I should like to ask the Senator from Kansas
one further question while he has the floor. I will ask him if
he does not know that every time any man has gone to his de-
fense the suit has been dismissed? .

Mr., THOMPSON. No; under the statement from the Secre-
tary of Agriculture that is not correct. . He states that they
have all paid the penalty and have refused to prosecute an
appeal. He also states that there is one case in Arkansas still
pending. The defendant could no doubt test the law in this
case if he desires to do so.

Mr. REED. Those are the ongs who would not go to their
defense. I want to say to the Senator and to the Senate that
I have tendered to the Attorney General on three different occa-
sions the name of a reputable man who desires to know whether
or not this law is constitutional, and who represents a large
body of men. I have been unable to get that man arrested.
The information"I have is that the officers are directed not to
make arrests, I asked this to be done in order that Congress
might know before the appropriation bill came up whether the
law was a valid law, because, if it was a valid law, it was one
thing to vote an appropriation to enforce if, and, if it was an
invalid law, one that was certain to be stricken down, then, of
course, the money ought not to be appropriated. But I have
been unable to get the warrant issued, and I believe, from all
the information I have, that neither the Secretary of Agricul-

ture
Mr, OLIVER. I rise to a parliamentary -inquiry.
Mr. REED. Nor the Attorney General has the slightest idea

that this law will stand the test of the courts.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Pennsylvania
will state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. OLIVER. I ask, What is the order before the Senate?

Mr. THOMPSON. I should like to have the telegrams read.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The order seems to be a discus-
sion of the migratory-bird law, which is not in order.

Mr, OLIVER. I ask if debate is in order?

The VICE PRESIDENT. It is not in order.

Mr. OLIVER. Then I call for the regular order.

Mr. THOMAS. That is the purpose for which I rose, Mr.
President.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The presentation of petitions and
memorials is in order.

Myr. THOMPSON. I made the request that the telegrams be
read, and I do not understand that there was any objection.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair thought the request of
the Senator from Kansas was to have the telegrams printed in
the Recorp. Is there any objection to reading the telegrams?

Mr. THOMAS. I object to the request that the telegrams be
read.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is, then, Shall the
telegrams be read?

AMr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I object, to save time.

Mr. THOMPSON. A number of documents have been read
here this morning. I desire to have the telegrams read which
were sent by me to the desk; and if they are not read, I will
read them myself at my first opportunity.

The VICE PRESIDENT. There being an objection, the ques-
tion is, Shall the telegrams be read? [Putting the question.]
The ayes have it, The Secretary will read the telegrams.

The Secretary read the telegrams, as follows:

ATcHIsON, KEaxs.,, May 2, 1914
Senator W. H. THoursoy, Washington, D, C.: }

Best citizens in northeastern Kansas stand for Weeks-McLean migra-
tory-bied law., Farmers, sportsmen, out-of-door enthusiasts, and citizens
in general belleve it is important, and this section of Kansas has never
opposed it. Your own observance have undoubtedly taught you that
State laws are Inadequate and that effective Federal control is only
remedy that will save many species from extermination.

SHEFFIELD INGALLS,
tenant Governor.

Arcursox, Kaxs,, May §, 191§
Senator W. H. TeoMrsox, Washington, D, O.:
Federal protection of migratory birds meets hearty approval of citi-

zens in this community. alue of insectivorous birds to agricultural
interests in Kansas is more important than the question of whether

greedy hunters shall be permitted to murder mating wild fowl in spring
of year. As a citizen of Kansas I indorse $100,000 appropriation for

its effective enforcement.
W. I. BamLey, Eax-Governor,

ArcmisoN, KANS,, May §, 191}
OMPSON

T H ¥
States Senate, Washington, D, 0.: 2
Sportsmen's Assoclation, in Kansas City, claims several hundred mem-
bers scattered through Middle West. This association was formed to
ﬁght Federal migratory law. There are more than a milllon and half
of people in Kansas, and the hird destroyers, who are determined to
nullify the law, number less than one in a thousand eompared to those
wiho indorse Federal protection. There is only one opinion in northeast
and northern Kansas, and that is the law should be upheld and rigidly
enforced. 11 sportsmen 1 have talked to are red-headed, and want
one hundred thousand appropriation for enforcement. I think the
m)]e of Kansas should have say as to whether their robins and song
irds should be slaughtered when winter drives them to Southern States,
A

Hon. W. H.
United

. A. MoxEey,
County Attorney, Atchison County.

VERMILLION, KANS,, May 5, 19
W. H. THOMPSOY, : Frdd o o

United States Senate, Washington, D. C.:

Sentiment of Vermillion and northern Kansas strong for $100,000
appropriation enforcement Weeks-McLean law. Farmers, sportsmen,
Bracticaliy all citizens who are informed about law, indorse it. Behalf
Slgggor:éis citizens respectfully urge you to give law fullest measure of

% FOREST WARREN,

Editor Vermillion Times.

ToPEEA, EAxs., May 8, 191}
Senator THoMPsoX, Washington, D, O.: 2 2 R
Fegi:gl lo'.l'crstin ;II‘upnalmi Knns..tin(lfrs? ﬁloioﬁooot aplaroprlation for
e migratory law enforcement. n ins cant minorl f game

hogs shoul§ not I)::e permitted to rule. s SYSE R

J. W. HOLLINGER,

TroY, KAxs., Il

Hon, W. H. THOMPS0X, Washington, D, C.: 2 s w4 384

Doniphan County sportsmen and bird enthusiasts most strongly favor
:anprmtion for enforcement of Weeks-McLean law, Federnf rotec-

on, as only ngentiy to prevent utter destruction of our wild fowl
and native birds. belleve wishes of majority of citizens in Kansas
should be given more consideration than the unreasonable protests
of selfish shooters, whose ideas of sport Is to ruthlessly slay birds in

mating season,
Dn. R. 8. DINSMORE,
WicniTa, Kaxs, May 4.

Senator THoMPS0N, Washington, D. O.:

The farmers of the country will watch with interest your activities
in behalf of the Pmlwsed $100,000 appro riation In connection with
the Federal migratory-bird law. This your opportunity to dem-
onstrate your interest In the agricultural development of the couniry by
assisting In saving to it its bird life.

D. H. HARRISON,

- AtcHIsoN, KANS., May 2.
H. THOMPSON g il

United States Senate, Washington, D. C.:
Federal migratory-bird law immensely popular here, and man TS0NS
atrl?l ;lurme;i bletcausa £50,000 agpmprlntiiou[ for enforcement ia;;e l;.gen
stricken out. you can support appropriation, your action will
hearty approval of bird lovers In this section. Y rocelra
JAMES W. ORe.

w.

ATtcuisox, Kaxs, May 2, 1915,
Senator W. H. TuoxrsoN, Washington, D. C.: It R
As a sportsman who is in touch with game conditions in Kansas, I
express the opinion that Federal protectlon of migratory birds is
urgently needed, if the birds are to be saved from anniﬁ ilation. I trust
you will support $100,000 appropriation for its enforcement,
J. W. WAGGEXER,
Buperintendent Railway Light & Power Co.

ArcHisox, Kaxs,, lMay 2, 1913,
Hon. W. H. THOMPSOXN, el

United States Senate, Washington, D. C.:

Effort to hold up the $100,000 appropriation for enforcement of the
Weeks-McLean law is, In my opinion, a part of a well-laid plan con-
ceived by violators of that law, who have already laid themselves liable
to prosecution. The law has the party indorsement of practically every
good citizen in this vicinits', and any obstacle [:gt in the way of its
enforcement will be resented by them. I do not belleve a single sports-
man can be found among the men who are back of the effort to indi-
rectly nullify this law. I have talked with many people on this sub-
ject, and all deplore the resistance that is being offered to the enforce-
ment of the law; and I speak for them as well as myself when 1 ask
you to use your best endeavor to see that the appropriation carrles.

3 7. BE. JACKSO0X
Buperintendent of Park.

Arcmisox, Kaxs., May 1, 191§ S
Senator W. H, TrouprsoN, Washington, D. C.:

Wild-life counservationists, sportsmen in.northeastern Kansas, believe
time has come to fight for square deal for our song and wild birds.
Hundreds and hundreds of citizens in this locality are bitter over at-
tempts to kill appropriation of £100,000 for Weeks-McLean law, and as
citizens and not politiclans they seek your ald. Sentiment here unani-
mous for u.ppro?r tion, and, if it is not made, will consider it triumph
of greedy, merclless
life in thelr selfish thirst for slanghter.

ame hunters who would exterminate all our 1a
our help.

RaY HOLLARD,

Mava CLaPP,

Becretary of Atchison Gun Club.

We want
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ATcHISON, EAxs.,, May 1, 11}
Senator THOMPSON¥, Washington, D. 0.,

Bird lovers of northeastern Kansas overwhelmingly favor $100,000
appropriation for Weeks-McLean migratory-bird law, and as you are a
member of the Committee on Agriculture and have much influence with
party leaders, they most earnestly petition your support for this im-

rtant appropriation. Personally acquainted with hundreds of Kansas

unters, and ninety-nine out of one hundred favor law. Farmers to a
man almost want it, and scorcs of persons in this locality are aroused
over attempts made to defeat appropriation. Bird lovers here belleve
the majority of American citizens are entitled to your support over
minority composed of market hunters and selfish indlviduals who want
to continue unrestricted massacre of our wild birds in mating season.
If you can, conscientionsly, support and secure this meritorious, neces-

st ety Evcexe Howe, Editor Atchison Globe.

Mr, REED. Mr. President, I would like to ask the Senator
from Kansas a question. Is there—

Mr. OLIVER. I call for the regulir order.

Mr. REED. I am delighted to see the Senator from Penn-
sylvania is so regular and so much in order this morning. It
is not characteristic of him. I shall ask the question later.

PANAMA CANAL TOLLS,

Mr. OWEN. Mr, President, I send to the desk resolutions
adopted by the tariff reform committee of the Reform Club of
New York City, relative to the Panama Canal, and would like
to have them read.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there any objection? The Chair
hears none, and the Secretary will read.

The Secretary read as follows:

RerorM CLUB,
Tanirr RerorM COMMITTEE,
26 Beaver Street, New York City.

REVORM CLUB TARIFF COMMITTER FAVORS REPEAL OF PANAMA CANAL FREE-
TOLLS BILL.
At a meeting of the tarllf reform committee of the Reform Club held

May 8, 1914, the following resolutions were unanimously adopted :

“ YWhereas the tarif reform committee of the Reform Club is opposed
to bounties and subsidies in any form; and

“ Whereas the exemption of, or remission from, tolls in the Panama
Canal of American vem!s plying in the coastwise trade operates as
a subsidy to a trade that is already heavily subsidized by the
mot:lmpol!y grn.nttad by our present repressive and antignated navi-

on laws; an

L Wh%nms the history of shipping subsidies In the United States shows
that they have not ouly falled to build up our merchant marine
but have always been a source of public corruption; and

* Whereas the Panuma Canal was paid for by and belongs to all of the
peoPle of this country, and it should not therefore be used mainly
or largely for the benefit of the ial few who by virtue of our
narrow and exclugive navigation laws now monopolize our coast-
wise shipping; and

“IWhereas the remission of tolls for American vessels would not, prob-
ably, for many years have any perceptible effect in lowering frcight
rat and would therefore result in the payment of a Panama
Canal tax by all of the people for the fit of the coastwlise
shipping lntnmstn—maing; the transcontinental rallroads and the
Atlantic shipping consolidations; and

“ YWhereas our ships now go thmugﬁ the Suez, the Welland, and the
Canadian Soo Canal on the same terms as do British-owned ships;

and
“ YWhereas a discriminating policy as to tolls, apart from any and all
other conslderations, will provoke retaliation in some form: There-
fore be it
“ Resolved, That the tariff reform committee of the Reform Club
requests Congress to repeal the act permitting the free passage throu
the Panama Canal of vessels plying in the coastwise trade of the
United States; and
““ Re it further vesolved, That copies of these resolutions be sent to
the President of the United States and to all Members of the Senate
and the House of Representatives,”

Bynox W. Hovt, Chairman.

Mr. BORAH, Mr. President, I desire to ask the Senator from
Oklahoma who constitute the tariff reform committee of the
Reform Club? Do the names appear upon the paper?

Mr. OWEN. I should be pleased to have the Secretary read
the list of names of the committee.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the Secretary
will read.

The Secretary read as follows:

B{ron W. Holt (chairman), Everett V. Abbot, John G. Agar, Henry
De Forest Baldwin, Wesley B. Barker, B, H. Inness Brown, Irederic
R. Coudert, Juling J. Frank, Henry George, jr., Bert Hanson, John J.
Hopper, George 8. Hornblower, Charles H. Ingersoll, Albert B, Kerr,
Frederick C. Leubuscher, William Lustgarten, Robert Grier Monroe,
John J, Murl)hr, Sidney Newborg, Franklin Pierce, Albert Plaut,
Francis D. Pollak, Charles Johnson Post, Lawson Purdy, John Jerome
Rooney, Lawrence E. Sexton, Fdward J. Shriver, Louis Sternber: T,
N"lllll' Btone, Edward B. Swinney, Calvin Tomkins, and H. Parker

8

THE TELEPOST.

Mr. BANKHEAD. From the Committee on Post Offices and
Post Roads I report back favorably without amendment Senate
resolution 216, authorizing the appointment of a committee to
investigate and report upon the telepost as to word-carrying
capacity, accuracy, economy, and general efficiency, submitted
by the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. OwEN] on November 17,
1913, and I ask for its immediate consideration.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the present
consideration of the resolution?

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President, I object.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Objection being made, the resolu-
tion will go to the calendar.

NAVAL APPROPRIATIONS.

Mr. THORNTON. By direction of the Commitfee on Naval
Affairs I report back favorably with amendments the bill
(H. R. 14034) making appropriations for the naval service for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1914, and for other purposes, and
I submit a report (No. 505) thereon. I desire to give notice
that I shall call up the bill for consideration at the earliest
practicable moment, and I shall endeavor at that time to press
it to its final passage as rapidly as is consistent with its proper
consideration.

'Zghe VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be placed on the eal-
endar.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES.

Mr. THOMAS, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to
which was referred the bill (8. 4500) to place certain officers
of the Army on the retired list, reported it without amendnent
and submitted a report (No. 506) thereon.

Mr, HITCHCOCK (for Mr. LA of Tennessee), from the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs, to which was referred the bill (H. R.
8688) for the relief of Lucien P. Rogers, reported it with an
amendment and submitted a report (No. 507) thereon.

He also (for Mr. Lea of Tennessee), from the same com-
mittee, to which was referred the bill (8. 1543) for the relief of
Richard Hogan, reported adversely thereon, and the bill was
postponed indefinitely.

Mr. PITTMAN, from the Committee on Territories, to which
was referred the bill (8. 1887) to annul the proclamation cre-
ating .the Chugach National Forest and to restore certain lands
to the public domain, reported it without amendment and sub-
mitted a report (No. 508) thereon.

Mr. BRADY, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to
which was referred the bill (8. 26568) to correct the military
record of Thomas Smith, reported it without amendment and
submitted a report (No. 510) thereon.

He also, from the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds,
to which was referred the bill (8. 1220) to increase the limit
of cost of the public building authorized to be constructed at
Durango, Colo., reported it without amendment and submitted
a report (No. 509) thereon.

Mr, WEST, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to which
was referred the bill (8. 2604) for the relief of Joshua Hawkes,
reported adversely thereon, and the bill was postponed in-
definitely.

EBILLS INTRODUCED,

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous
consent, the second time, and referred as follows: ’

By Alr. BERANDEGER:

A bill (8. 5523) to correct the military record of David Crom-
well; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. THOMAS :

A bill (8. 5524) granting a pension to George W. McKelvey ;
to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. POMERENE:

A bill (8. 5525) restoring Maj. William O. Owen to the active
list of the Army; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. PITTMAN:

A bill (8. 5526) to amend an act entitled “ An act extending
the homestead laws and providing for right of way for railroads
in the District of Alaska, and for other purposes”; to the Com-
mittee on Territories.

By Mr. THOMPSON:

A bill (8. 5527) granting a pension to William R. Rounera
{with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. CUMMINS :

A bill (8. 5528) granting an increase of pension to John C.
Hotehkiss (with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on
Pensions.

By Mr. SHEPPARD :

A bill (8.5529) for the relief of the heirs of Robert H. Burney
and C. J. Fuller, deceased ; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. NORRIS:

A bill (8. 5530) to amend the acts of July 1, 1862, and July 2,
1864, relating to the construction of a railroad from the Missouri
River to the Pacific Ocean, to declare a forfeiture of certain pub-
lic lands granted as a railroad right of way, and for other pur-
posges; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HOLLIS:

A bill (8. 55631) granting an inerease of pension to Lurancy B,
Rice (with accompanying papers) ; and
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A bill (8. 5532) granting a pension to David Roach (with ac-
companying papers) ; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. SMITH of Michigan:

A bill (8. 5533) granting an increase of pension to Jesse H,
Fleming; to the Committee on Pensions,

By Mr. ROBINSON:

A bill (8. 5534) granting an increase of pension to John W.
Hunter; and
A bill (8. 5535) granting a pension to Harry Jackson; to the
Committee on Pensions,

By Mr. OWEN:

A bill (8. 5536) granting a pension to Mary J. Wyant;

A bill (8. 5537) granting a penslon to Nathan Long ; and

A bill (8. B538) granting an increase of pension to William
Schallenberg; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. ROBINSON:

A bill (8. 5539) for the relief of Agnes Boone Otis; to the
Committee on Claims,

A bill (8. 5540) granting a pension fo Thomas A. Heard; and
« A bill (8. 5541) granting an increase of pension té Henry
Birdsong; to the Committee on Pensions.

RURAL CREDITS.

Mr. HOLLIS. Mr. President, I introduce a bill, the so-called
rural credits bill. It has been introduced in the other House
this afternoon, and I desire to introduce it here in order that it
may be printed for the use of Senators to-morrow morning. 1
ask that the bill be referred to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

The bill (8. 5542) to provide capital for agricultural develop-
ment, to create a standard form of investment based upon farm
mortgages, to equalize rates of interest upon farm loans, to
furnish a market for United States bonds, to provide a method
of applying postal savings deposits to the promotion of the pub-
lic welfare, and for other purposes, was read twice by its title
and referred to the Committee on Banking and Currency.

. Mr. HOLLIS. I ask that 1,000 additional copies of the bill
may be printed for the use of the Senate document room.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered.

OMNIEUS CLAIMS BILL.

Mr, BANKHEAD suobmitted an amendment intended to be
proposed by him to the omnibus claims bill, which was ordered
to lie on the table and be printed.

PANAMA CANAL TOLLS.

Mr. THOMPSON submitted an amendment intended to be
proposed by him to the bill (H. R. 14385) to amend section 5 of
“An act to provide for the opening, maintenance, protection, and
operation of the Panama Canal and the sanitation of the Canal
Zone,” approved August 24, 1912, which was ordered t. lie on the
table and be printed.

AMENDMENTS TO APPROFPRIATION BILLS. -

Mr. BORAH submitted an amendment intended to be proposed
by him to the river and harbor appropriation bill, which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Commerce and ordered to be printed.

Mr. GALLINGER submitted an amendment proposing to ap-
propriate §500,000 toward the construction of a new dry dock at
the Portsmouth Navy Yard, N. H., ete., intended to be proposed
by him to the naval appropriation bill, which was ordered to lie
on the table and be printed.

PANAMA CANAL TOLLS.

Mr, GALLINGER. Mr. President, while I am on my feet I
desire to change a notice on the calendar. It represents that I
shall speak on the Panama Canal tolls bill upon Thursday, May
14. 1 desire to have the time changed to Tuesday, May 19.

WATER SUFPPLY FOR THE ARMY.

Mr. LEE of Maryland submitted the following resolution
(8. Res, 360), which was read and referred to the Committee
on Military Affairs:

Resolved, That the Committee on Military Affairs be, and it is hereby,
requested to prepare and bring in a bill for defining the duty und con-
ferring the wer and means upon some part of the Supply Corps of
the United States Army to enlist the necessary men of proper me-
chanjcal skill and to acquire the necessary pipe, tools, pumping en-
gines, well-boring machinery, auto trucks, and other transportation for
p'rom{ltly securing and distributing water supplies for drinking and
washing pur‘)dosea to United States troops in time of war or when war
may bé consldered posslble; and that the object of said bill should be
to authorize all necessary details of officers from the Engineer Cor
and Medieal Corps and to use all available mechanical means in the
hands of a disciplined and eflicient service to create and keep a
water supply a8 near to the front as conditions render possible, and for
which urme the present contract system for Army water supplies is
obviously dequate; and that the said general purpose of said bill

may be connected, if feasible, with increased facilities for the distribu.
tfon of ammunition and food and water to advanced forces.

ADDRESS BY PRESIDENT WILSON AT BROOKLYN NAVY YARD,

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp the address delivered by President Wilson
yesterday at the Brooklyn Navy Yard in honor of the dead who
fell at Vera Cruz.

There being no objection, the address was ordered to be
printed in the Recorvp, as follows:

“Mr. Secretary, I know that the feelings which characterize
all who stand about me and the whole Nation at this hour are
not feelings which can be suitably expressed in terms of at-
tempted oratory or eloguence. They are things too deep for
ordinary speech. For my own part, I have a singular mixture
of feelings. The feeling that is uppermost is one of profound
grief that these lads should have had to go to their death, and
vet there is mixed with that grief a profound pride that they
should have gone as they did, and, if I may say it out of my
heart, a touch of envy of those who were permitted so quietly,
s0 nobly to do their duty. Have you thought of it, men, here
is the roster of the Navy, the list of the men, officers and en-
listed men and marines, and suddenly there swim 19 stars out
of the list—men who have suddenly gone into a firmament of
memory, where we shall always see their names shine, not be-
cause fthey called upon us to admire them, but because they
served us without asking any questions and in the performance
of a duty which is laid upon us as well as upon them.

“ Duty is not an uncommeon thing, gentlemen.. Men are per-
forming it in the ordinary walks of life all around us all the
time, and they are making great sgerifices to perform it. What
gives men like these peculiar distinction is not merely that they
did their duty, but that their duty had nothing to do with them
or their own personal and peculiar interests. They did not give
their lives for themselves. They gave their lives for us, because
we called upon them as a Nation to perform an unexpected
duty. That is the way in which men grow distinguished, and
that is the only way, by serving somebody else than themselves.
And what greater thing could you serve than a Nation such as
this we love and are proud of. Are you sorry for these lads?
Are you sorry for the way they will be remembered? Does it
not quicken your pulses to think of the list of them? I hope to
God none of you may join the list; but if you de. you will join
an immortal company.

*“ So while we are profoundly sorrowful, and while their goes
out of our heart a very deep and affectionate sympathy for the
friends and relatives of those lads who for the rest of their
lives shall mourn them, though with a touch of pride, we know
why we do not go away from this occasion cast down, but with
our heads lifted and our eyes on the future of this country, with
absolute confidence of how it will be worked out. Not only upon
the mere vague future of this country, but the immediate future.
We have gone down to Mexico to serve mankind, if we ean find
out the way. We do not want to fight the Mexicans. We want
to serve the Mexicans, if we can, because we know how we
would like to be free and how we would like to be served.if
there were friends standing by ready to serve us. A war of
aggression is not a war in which it is a proud thing to die, but
a war of service is a thing in which it is a proud thing to die..

“ Notice that these men were of our blood. I mean of our
American blood, which is not drawn from any one country,
which is not drawn from any one stock. which is not drawn
from any one language of the modern world, but free men every-
where have sent their sons and their brothers and their daugh-
ters to this country in order to make that great compounded
Nation which consists of all the sturdy elements and of all the
best elements of the whole globe. I listened again to this list
with a profound interest at the mixture of the names, for the
names bear the marks of the several national stocks from which
these men came. But they are not Irishmen or Germans or
Frenchmen or Hebreyws any more. They were not when they
went to Vera Cruz. They were Americans, every one of them,
and with no difference in their Americanism because of the
stock from which they came. Therefore, they were in a peculiar
sense of our blood, and they proved it by showing that they
were of our spirit, that no matter what their derivation, no
matter where their people came from, they thought and wished
and did the things that were American; and the flag under
which they served was a flag in which all the blood of mankind
ig united to make a free Nation. :

“ War, gentlemen, is only a sort of dramatie representation, a
sort of dramatic symbol of a thousand forms of duty. I never
went into battle. I never was under fire, but I fancy that there
are some.things just as hard to do as to go under fire. I fancy
that it is just as hard to do your duty when men are sneering at
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you as when they are shooling at you. When they shoot al
you they can only take your natural life; when they sneer at
you they can wound your heart, and men who are brave enough,
steadfast enough, steady in their principles enough to go about
their duty with regard to (heir fellow men, no matter whether
there are hisses or cheers, men who can do what Rudyard
Kipling in one of his poems wrote, ‘Meet with triumph and
disaster and treat those two -imposters just the same, are
men for a nation to be proud of. Morally speaking, disasler
and triumph are imposters. The cheers of the.moment are not
what a man ought to think abouf, but the verdict of his con-
science and of the consciences of mankind. ' !
‘““8So when I lock at you I feel as if I also and we all were
enlisted men. Not enlisted in your particular branch of the
service, but enlisted to serve the country, no matter what may
come, what though we may waste our lives in the arduous en-
deavor. We are expected to put the utmost energy of every
power that we have into the service of our fellow men, never
sparing ourselves, not condescending o think of whatl is going
1o happen to ourselves, but ready, if need be, to go to the utter
length of complete self-sacrifice. ; :
“As I stand and look at you to-day and think of these spirils
that bhave gone from us I know that the road is clearer for the
future. These boys have shown us the way, and it is easier to

walk on it because they have gone before and shown us how.

May (iod grant to all of us that vision of patriotic service which
here in solemnity and grief and pride is borne in upon our
henrts and consciences.”

QUESTION OF CANAL TOLLS.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. I have a very brief communication on
ihe subject of Panama Canal tolls exemption, written by Joseph
¢ Clayton, an able lawyer of Brookiyn, N. Y., and printed in
the Brooklyn Eagle of a day or two ago. I ask that it may be
printed in the REcorp. >

There being no objection, the article was ordered to be printed
in the Recorp, as follows :

QUESTION OF CANAL TOLLSE—A VERY HREOAD VIEW OF A SUBJECT VERY
MUCIH DISCUSSED,

Broorrywn, N. Y., May 1, 1915

Iprtor BROOKLYN. DALY HAGLE :

Poth under international end statate law “ the coasling trade—
that is, commercial navigation between the ports of a country—has
long been rvestricted to her own shipping, Aying her own flag. And
that, too, whether or not the ports are both on the continent or on the
confinent and on a territory or other possession, y

Whether or not in the future we or other natlions should change
this ancient rule one can not now say. Duot until «there is such a
change the old custom stands and rules 1he question of canal tolls.

1 am unableé to see that the efect of the Clayton-Bulwer and the
Ilaﬁ-l'aunce!ote treaties -is to cancel this ancient law of the coasling
trade. i 1= ¥ o A

Unquestionably the two treaties, construed togelher, forbid the crea-
tion of any new diseriminations between pations  in vespect to the
general use of the Panama Canal. g

Dut as there already exists the old and well-recognized international
custom that ever{ ‘country should discriminate in: favor of its own
ships in its coasting trade, it follows that adberence, to that rule, In
respect to United States ships using the canal Letween United States
vorts, was merely a continuance of an awnciont practice which forbade
&aﬂ-igu ships from .trading between such ports. g

The use of a canal instead of an open sea wrought no change in the
“prale  IPoreign ships can not use the ecanal in trade between United
Htates i|vc|1'|:s, and 8o It follows that no injury can be done to them by
exempting American vessels. . Whether we collect or do not collect
tolls on our ships which use the canal for trade belween American
ports can work no pessible injury to forcizun shippers; it can not con-
cern them.

They do not and can not share in our coasting trade, and whether
or not that trade be exempt from canal tolls is solely a domestic- ques-
tion spd has no discriminating force against foreign shippers.
for these reasons I am unable to see that any treaty rights would be
infringed by a statute ‘or role permitting the free use of the canal for
Amorican trade between American Ports;

0! course, outside of anything in the treaties, the guestion may be
raised, 18 it expedient to exercise this restricted power of exemption
for aur coasting vessels, or to give it up? . .

« WII the ]glvlng up of that exemption ténd to the betterment of inter-
nadionnl relations to any extent substantial enough” to warrant collec-
tiom of tolls from our coasting vessels? 1 think not .

‘Bhe canal has been built ‘with no “ penny wisdom,” and that kind
of aisdom .is 80 apt to be ‘"folly " that the United States can afford
to act iw either way, with or without tolls, on our cpasting trade, as
may in our mature judgment be ** wisest, beat, and most dlacreet.”

We _ liayve the clear “ power' -either to tax -or .leave untaxed our
coasting trade, and its use Is determinable by high * policy * and not
by the construction of treaty rights,

. ! " Josrern CouLpErTSON CLAYTON,

i PRODUCTION OF OIL IN ORLAHOMA.

Mr. OWEN. Mr. President, I wish to call the attention of
the Senate to the resolutions which I am about to read, which
I think are of very great importance to the country as well as to
the .State of Oklahoma. . The resolutions were {assed at a
meeting of the Independent Development League of Oklahoma,
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held at Oklahoma City, Okla., on the 23d day of April, 1914,
They are as follows:
Resplulions,

At a meeting of the Independent De elo(l;ssent League of Oklahoma
hield at Oklahoma City, Okla., on the 284 day of April, 1914, the fol-
lowing resolutions were unanimously adopted <

“ IResolved, 'That we urge upon the President and Caongress of the
United States the u[;rmmng necessily and importance for immediaie legis-
lation to protect the oil industry from the monapoly which now controls
prices to dbolh the producer and consumer, and we suggest and recom-
mend the following legislation :

_ “Rirst. That all interatate pipe lines be made common carriers, sub-
jeet to the supervisiom of the Interstate Commerce Commission under
the game laws {hat now rezulale railways.

*Hecond. That no inlerstale pipe-live company be permitted fo,en-
glnge directly or indiriectly in the production, refining, or sale of oil ot
the by-products thereof.

- “rhird, That the Government construct and own a. pipe line from

somae. poinl in Oklahoma to (he Gulf of Mexico for the mrpom::[n) Qf
gocurrug oil at reasonable prices for {be use.of the Government; (b)

enable. the. Indian wards of the Governmen' to dispase of their oil at
reazonable Friccs; (c} to compeie. with anu thereby compel monopo-
llnltic-. pipe line companies to carcy and {ransport oil at a reasonable
price, - ‘

“ Fourth, Believing the Limenpronil.iuus for the entrance of the Fed-
eral Government into the oil fields of Oklalloma for the purchase of
crude petroleum ag « basiz of fael supply for its Navy we-do now urge
that negotiations for the acquiring of such supply be opened at once to

the end that 10,000,000 barrels of privately stored oil be taken over,

‘The opportunity for the purchase of sfecl storage now is present for the-

first time in more than seven years, and may not recor within another
BeVen years .

“ Kifth, The necessily for immediate and effective aclion is becoming -
more and more apparent from the large consumption of oil and gascline
throughout the country, with ihe astounding fact cxiatmiz' that & few
men fix the price both to the consumer and producer ; furnish the trans- -
porfation at their own arbitrary price, without regulation or reference.
to the interests of either, and oul of all just proportion maintain prices
to the consumer unwarranted by lhe cost or price paid the producer.

“ Bixth, That we request the active and immediate cooperation of
the varlous departments of our National and State Governments and
suppress diseriminstion on storage transportation and price of oil, bothk
to producer and consumer, and {o use the crimival laws, il necessary, to
effect this result.

“Seventh. Be it further rcsolved, That the. President be,. and is
hereby, respectfully requested to cause to be established a petroleum
bureau for the promgt and eificient analysis of the commercial and com- -
paralive values of the various crude oils in the numerous fields of the
United States, and to provide a thoroagh and comprehensive.statistieal,
hureau to promptly and independently acguire and publish statistical
information showln§ the amount of stocks, pipe-line runs, and petrolenm
production in the United States, together with the relative supply and
demand thereof, instead of the present system of relying upon thes
stalistics furnished by the subsidized press of the monopolistic interests."

We belicve such legislation as we have recommended will, in large
measure, cqualige prices, prevent unjust discrimination between pro-
ducers and refiners not engaged In the pipe-line business, and afford the
public the benefits of a cheaper fuel now furnished withont regard to
the welfare of auny save those who fix tlm]prlces, and will thereby re-
csinblish the conditions which the climination of rebating by rallroads
to: the oil monopoly brought abouf, and which condition ‘was again
overridden by the construeilon and use of uncontrolled pipe lines,

- B. JorN&ON, - WaTTs,

5 M. . FrrxOH,. I, G. BeArD,

. J. WRIGITTEMAN,
3. B. Joxes;
J. J. MARONEY,

Jonx 11, RENOLD,
Commiltee on Resclutions,

Om.e\_mm.\ Cary, ORLA.,, April 25, 1914,
SecneTAnY OoF THR INTERIOR,
: Washington, D, C.

Dear Sie ;. We have been instructed by the Independent Development
Leagne. to forward to you the ineclosed resolutions which were unani-
mously adopted at a meeting of the feagne held in Oklahoma City
April 23, 1014,

Respectfully,

C. 1. Concomp, President.
EuMiEr B, BrowN, Becrctary.

I am not going to discuss this matier at all. I only paunse
to say that in Oklahoma our people. are digging out of the
ground between sixty and seventy million barrels of oil per
annum, and that the price has been cut down in some of the
fields from $1.05 a barrel, which they were receiving—Iless than
half the price of oil in Pennsylvania—io 50 cents a barrel.
Those who control fransportation control absclutely the com-
merce of the country, control therefore the price of oil, control
the people who produce the oil, and confrol the land that pro-
duees . it..- : .

Mr. OLIVER. Mr, President, the Senator refers {o the differ-
ence. between the price of Oklahoma oil and the price of Penn-
sylvania oil. I should like to- ask him what proportion {he

price of Oklahoma oil bears to the price of Ohio oil, Indiana

oil, or Illinois oil. : 2
- Mr, OWEN. The prices vary as you go west; bub they do
not vary according ta the real value of the oil as determined by
its chemical analysis, as determined by its distilling qualities
as to the qunantity of the higher and the lower products of the
oil, nor as measured by transportation. Phey are arbitrarily
controlled. ; ; :
Mr. OLIVER. Mr. President, I wish ta take direct issue with
the.accuracy of that statement. T say that the differencein the
prices of oil ig regulated solely upon the basis of its light-
giving and heal-giving qualities. e

A S R e e T e B o e s Bt ket
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My. REED. Mr. President, I eall for the regular order.
[Laughter].
Mr. OLIVER. I second the ecall.

PANAMA CANAL TOLLS.

Mr, McLIIAN. Mr. President, I desire to give notice that on
Friday next, the 15th instant, following the morning business,
I shall address the Senate briefly on the tolls question.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. President, I desire to give notice that on
Friday, May 15, at the close of the routine morning business,
I shall address the Senate on the Panama Canal tolls issue.

Mr, WALSH. Mr. President, I desire to give notice that on
Saturday next, the 16th instant, after the conclusion of the
routine morning business, I shall address the Senate on the
tolls question.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Mr. President, I desire to give notice
that on Monday next, immediately after the conclusion of the
routine morning business, with the permission of the Senate, I
ghall submit some observations on the Panama Canal tolls bill.

PRESIDENTIAL APPROVALS.

A message from the President of the United States, by Mr.
Latta, executive clerk, announced that the President had ap-
proved and signed the following acts and joint resolution:

On May 9, 1914 :

8.1808. An act for the relief of Joseph L. Donovan:

8.1022, An act for the relief of Margaret McQuade;

8.8907. An act to waive for one year the age limit for the
appointment as assistant paymaster in the United States Navy
in the case of Landsman for Electrician Richard O. Reed,
United States Navy;

8. 5445. An act for the relief of Gordon W. Nelson ; and

8. J. Res. 87. Joint resolution authorizing the President to ex-
tend invitations to foreign Governments to participate in the
Internantional Congress of Americanists,

On May 12, 1914 :

8. 5031. An act quieting the title to lot 44, in square 172, in
the city of Washington.

HOUSE BILL REFERRED.

H.R.15280. An act making appropriations for the payment
of invalid and other pensions of the United States for the fiseal
year ending June 30, 1915, and for other purposes, was read
twice by its title and referred to the Committee on Pensions.

PANAMA' CANAL TOLLS,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The morning business is closed.

Mr. THORNTON. Mr. President, at the request of the chair-
man of the Committee on Interoceanie Canals, the junior Sena-
tor from New York [Mr. O’GorMaN], who is unavoidably ab-
sent, as I have already noted, I ask unanimous consent that
House bill 14385, the Panama Canal tolls bill, being the unfin-
ished business, be now laid before the Senate, the Senator from
Georgia [Mr. SmiTu] having previously given notice that at
this time he would desire to address the Senate on the bill.

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the
‘Whole, resumed the consideration of the bill (H. R. 14385) to
amend section 6 of an act to provide for the opening, mainte-
nance, protection, and operation of the Panama Canal and the
sanitation of the. Canal Zone, approved August 24, 1912,

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. Mr. President, in the presentation
of the views which I shall make, as the Senators who have pre-
ceded me, I would prefer to be permitted to continue unin-
terrupt2d until I close my remarks.

I shall also desire to use a number of letters and extracts from
Senate and House documents, I may be able to state more
briefly their contents at times than the reading would require,
and when I do so I ask the unanimous consent of the Senate
that I may place in the Recorp the exact language of these
documents, even though I have not read them. I ask the con-
gent now so as fo avoid asking it at the various times when I
reach those parts of my speech. :

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, that action will
be taken.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. Mr, President, the bill we are con-
sidering will repeal the provision of the Panama Canal act
which permits vessels engaged in the United States coastwise
transportation to pass through the Panama Canal without pay-
ing tolls.

I will vote for the bill on account of our treaties with Great
Britain and Panama, and because, in my opinion, it is right
that the owners of these vessels should bear, for using the
canal, a fair part of the cost to our Government of building
and operating it.

FORMER ATTITUDE OF SENATORS.

My distinguished friend, the junior Senator from New York,

opened his address upon this subject a few days ago by having

-read the list of Senators who in 1912 voted against striking the

provision of the eanal bill which permitted coastwise vessels
to pass through the canal free, and he seemed deeply con-
cerned lest Senators now may vote for the repeal due to undue
infiuence, and be seemed to think that by so voting they wounld
yield a proper service of their own country to a service of
Great Britain.

Mr. President, I have no fear that any Senator will fail to
express by his vote his honest conviction of duty to his own
country, and I trust the distinguished Senator will pardon me
for observing that his great mind does not possess all of its
usual judicial qualities where Great Britain is involved. \

Referring to the votes cast two years ago, let me remind the
Senate that the House of Representatives passed a bill at that
time requiring all foreign-owned vessels and vessels owned by
citizens of the United States engaged in foreign trade, to pay
tolls when passing through the Panama Canal, but permitting
vessels engaged in our coastwise trade to be taken through
without payment of tolls.

This bill came to the Senafe and was reported back by the
Committee on Interoceanic Canals with a recommendation that
all vessels owned by ecitizens of the United States should go
through the eanal without paying tolls.

It was perfectly clear to many of us that the Hay-Pauncefote
treaty would be violated if vessels owned by citizens of the United
States engaged in foreign trade were permitted to go through the
canal free of tolls while vessels owned by citizens of Great Britain
were required to pay tolls. Many of us inelined to the belief at
that time that we could defend the free passage of vessels en-
gaged in the United States coastwise trade, and our efforts were
concentrated upon defeating the flagrant violation of the treaty.

I may be justified in stating that during the debate in the
summer of 1912 upon the Panama Canal bill I twice stated my
doubt as to the passage even of the provision exempting our
coastwise vessels from tolls, and added that the consequence
might be that we should under the treaty permit vessels en-
gaged In the Canadian coastwise trade to pass through the
canal without paying tolls.

I also offered, and the Senate adopted, an amendment to re-
strict the provision as to coastwise vessels by adding the word
“ exclusively,” so that the bill would read *vessels engaged
exclusively in the coastwise trade of the United States,” and I
further sought to amend the provision by requiring the vessels
engaged in our coastwise transportation to pay the cost to the
TUnited States of carrying them through the canal.,

I am sure that other Senators also voted then to permit our
coastwise trade to be carried through the canal free. with
great hesitation. Affer the declaration of SBecretary Knox, that
the plan by which President Taft fixed the tolls was based
upon the theory that a failure to charge tolls agninst vessels
engaged in the coastwise traffic was a subsidy, and the declara-
tion of President Taft to the same effect, coupled with a further
study and a broader study of the treaty, we were satisfied the
provision ought never to have been inserted in the original
act, and we are gratified now to have an opportunity to repeal
it. Many of us reached this conclusion months ago, and are
delighted that the President has brought the subject to the
attention of the Congress by a special message.

PRESIDENT TAFT AND SECRETARY KNOX ADMIT IT IS A SUBSIDY.
The statement of Secretary Knox is found in his letter of

January 17, 1913, to Irwin B. Loughlin, Esq., American Chargé
d'Affaires, London, England, and in part is as follows:

“ The exemption of coastwise trade from tolls, or the re-
funding of tolls collected from coastwise trade, is merely
a subsidy granted by the United States to that trade, and
the loss resulting from not collecting, or refunding these
tolls, will fall solely upon the United States.”

The declaration from President Taft is found in his speech
delivered January 31, 1914, in Ontario, Canada, in which he
says, in part:

“The idea of Congress in passing the bill, and my idea
in signing it, was that we were thus giving a subsidy to our
coastwise ships between New York and San Francisco, Bos-
ton and Seattle. * * * The tolls have been fixed on the
canal for all the world on the assumption that the coast-
wise traffic is to pay tolls. Our giving it immunity from
tolls does not in our judgment affect the traffic of other
countries in any other way than it would affect it if we had
voted a subsidy egual to the tolls remitted to our ships.”

Mr. Taft was wrong in supposing that the idea of Democratic
Senators and Congressmen in voting to free the coastwise trade
from tolls was to give a subsidy to our coastwise ships. Had
they known that he considered it necessary under the treaty
to fix the tolls at a rate which estimated payment of tolls by
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the coastwise vessels, thus making the freedom of the coastwise
vessels from paying tolls a clear sabsidy, Democrats would not
have disregarded their party platform and the established prin-
ciples of their party by voting for thig subsidy.

Our Republican friends need not be worried about Democrats
keeping faith with the country. They are pledged against sub-
sidles. A vote now to repeal this subsidy complies with party
promises. If the plan adepted by President Taft for fixing
tollg, clearly making free passage of coastwise vessels a sub-
sidy, had “een adopted before the Baltimore convention, even
an officer of the corporations controlling the coastwise vessels
could nut have secured their exemption in the platform. .

Acticn vpon the bill before us reguires the consideration of
two questions :

IFirst. Do we violate the agreement made befween our Gov-
ernment and Great Britain by permitling coastwise vessels of
the United States to be carried through the canal free of charge,
while we require all other vessels to pay tolls for being carried
through the canal?

Second. Is it economically sound to give a subsidy by free
passage through the canal to the coastwise vessels of the Unitad
States?

IMPORTANCE OF TREATIES. -

Before proceeding to the consideration of the first of these
queetions let me call attention to the vast importance to the
people of the United States of our business relations with the
Lalance of the world.

We sell to them; we buy from them. =

If our commercial relations with other countries should
cease, the agricultural and manufacturing industries of this
country would be almost paralyzed, and thousands of families
would be brought to want.

We make treaties with other nations for our mutual benefil

just as individuals make contracts for their benefit.

It is essential to the prosperity of our people that treaties
with foreign countries should be made,

We expect other nations to perform the obligations they owe
to the United States as a result of treaties made with us.

As a matter of selfish interest, it is important to the people of
the United States that fhe United States should perform the
obligations it incurs as the result of treaties with other nations.

The standard of honor of a nation should be as precious as
the standard of honor of an individual, and not only as a matter
of interest, but as a matter of national character we should live
up 6 our agreements,

No specious plea for standing up to our own country against
Great Britain should blind us.

We do not serve our country when we aid our country to
break its contracts and be false to its obligations.

Our agreement with Great Britain with reference to carrying
vessels through the Panama Canal is continued in the Hay-
Pauncefote treaty, ratified by the Senate of the United States
December 16, 1001, The paragraph of the treaty about which the
contentions centers is clause 1 of article 3, and reads as follows:

“The canal shall be free and open {o the vessels of com-
merce and of war of all nations observing these ruoles, on
terms of entire equality, so that there shall be no discrimi-
nation against any such nation, or its citizens or subjects,
in respect of the conditions or charges of traffic or other-
wise, Such cenditiong and charges of (raffic shall be just
and equitable.”

I ask unanimous consent at this peint to print as an appendix
to my remarks the second Hay-Pauncefole treaty.

The VICE PRESIDENT. In the absence of objection, permis-
sion to do so is granied.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. Those who insist that the free pas-
sage of coastwise vessels of the United States through the canal
does not violate the terms of the treaty support their conten-
tion upon some one of the following four propositions:

Ifirst. Vessels of commerce in international law, when used
in treaties, apply strictly to vessels engaged in international
OT oversea comierce.

Second. The canal has been constructed upon ferritory over
which the United States exercises the power of sovereignty,
while the canal contemplated by the treaty was to be built
on alien soil, and, therefore, the Hay-Pauncefote trealy is
inapplicable.

Third. The words “all nations,” included in the foregoing
clause, do not include the United States, and therefore do not
require freedom of diserimination as to the conditions or
charges of {raflic as between citizens of {he United Stales and
subjects of Great Britain.

Fourth. There is no diserimination against other ships when
we relieve coaslwige trade from tolls, as no ships but our own
can engage in constwise traflic. For this reason freeing const-

wise traffic of the United States from folls does not interfere
with the rights of any other nation.

Let us seek to find what is the true meaning of the clause
of the treaty referred to, in view of the contentions named.

The rules for the interpretation of a treaty differ little from
the rules applicable to the construction of ordinary contracts.
Words are to be given thelr ordinary meaning. All parts of
the contract may be considered to aid in finding the meaning
of a particular portion of the contract. Perhaps a more liberal
uge of colemporanepus writings is permitted in the interpreta-
tion of a treaty than in the interpretation of an ordinary con-
tract. [Finally, the meaning intended by the nations is the frue
test for construction of a {reaty.

HISTORY OF THE TREATY.

From the earliest period of our history the Uniled States has
insisted upon equality of treatment for her cilizens in waler-
ways contrelled by other countries, and has always been ready
to concede to the vessels owned by citizens of other countries
equality of treatment wilh vessels owned by citizens of the
United States in the waters controlled by the Uniled States
This had been the traditional policy of the United States for
more than a century before the Hay-Pauncefote treaty was
made, and the representatives of the United Stafes and of
Great Britain were thoroughly familiar with this policy at
the time the Hay-Pauncefote treaty was made.

The Hay-Pauncefote trealy superseded the Clayton-Dulwer
treaty. The Clayton-Bulwer treaty was made in 1850. The
Clayton-Bulwer treaty was not sought by Great Britain but by
the United Stales. Great Britain in 1850 held a protectorate
over the Mosguito coast. This protectorafe covered the east-
ern port of the canal through Nicaragua, and this was the only
route then considered practicable for a canal connecting the At-
lantic and Pacific Oceans.

The United States was deeply interested in a waterway be-
tween these two oceans, and a waterway in the control of which
the United States would bave an equal voice. The Clayton-
Bulwer treaty was sought by the United States to oblain this
resull.

S CLAYTON-RULWER TREATY.

Great Britain yielded her advantage and agreed by the Clay-
ton-Bulwer treaty that—

“ihe Governments of the United States and Great Britain

hereby declare that neither the one nor the other will ever

obtain or maintain for itself an exclusive control over the
said ship ecanal, agreeing that neither will ever erect or
maintain any fortifications commanding the same, or in the
vicinity thereof, or occupy or fortify or colonize or assume
or exercise dominion over Nicaragua, Costa Rica, the Mos-
quito Coast, or any parc of Central Awmerica. * * #*
Nor will the United States or Great Britain take advantage
of any intimacy or use any allinnce, connecticn, or influ-
ence that either may possess with any State or Govern-
ment through shose territory the said canal may pass,
for {he purpese of acquiring or holding, directly or indi-
rectly, for the citizeng or subjects of the one, rights or ad-
vantages in regard to commerce or navigalion through said
canal which shall not be offered on the same terms to the

citizens or subjects of the other.” v

I ask permission (o insert as an appendix to my remarks the
Clayton-Bulwer treaty.

The VICE PRESIDENT.
mission to do so is granted.

Mr. SMITH of Georgin. The United States and Great Britain
in this treaty agreed joinily to protect the eaval, and to protect
any builder of the canal, subject, however, to the condition that
this protection could be withdrawn—

“if both Governments or eilher Government should deem
that the persons or company undertaking or managing the
same adopt or esltablish such regulations concerning the
traffic thereon as are contrary to the spirit and inlention
of this convention, either by making uunfair discrimination
in favor of the commerce of one of the contracting parties
over the commerce of the other, or by imposing oppressive
exfactions or unreasonable tolls upon the passengers, ves-
sels, goods, wares or merchandise, or other articles”—

And so forth.

They furthermore agreed fo extend their protection to any
other practical communications, .whether by canal or railway,
acress the isthinus which conngets North and Sonth Amerien,
and especially to the interoceanic ecommunications should the
same prove practical, which were propoesed to be established by
way of Tehauntepec or Panama.

The Clayton-Bulwer treaty did not except Pannima from its
provisions. It expressly named Panama.

In the absence of objection, per-
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In article 8, it was declared t. be—

* understood by the United States and Great Britaln that
the parties constructing or owning the same shall impose
no other charges or conditions of traffic thereon than the
aforesaid Governments shall approve as just and equitable,
and that the same canals or railways, being open to the
citizens and subjects of the United States and Great Britain
on equal terms, shall also be open on like terms to the eiti-
zens and subjects of every other State which is willing
to grant thereto such protection as the United States and
Great Britain engage to afford.”

It must therefore be admitted that before the Clayton-Bulwer
treaty Great Britain had the advantage of a protectorate over
the eastern port, the use of which was considered necessary for
the eanal. By the Clayton-Bulwer treaty the United States
obtained from Great Britain concessions that any canal to be
built should be open to the citizens and subjects of the United
States and Great Britain on equal terms, and that there should
be no unfair discriminations in favor of commerce of either of
the two over the commerce of the other.

From the first to the last of the Clayton-Bulwer treaty, the
traditional policy of the United States to insist upon equality
of treatment of the citizens and subjects of the United States
and Great Britain in the waters of each country was expressed.
Every safeguard was observed to insure that the citizens of
each of these countries should use the eanal without any ad-
vantage in regard to commerce or navigation over the citizens
and subjects of the other.

Article 8 set forth this general principle of neutralization
in clear terms, for it provided that any and all eanals or rail-
ways bullt across the Isthmus connecting North and South
America are to be open to the citizens and subjects of the
United States and Great Britain on equal terms, and that only
such charges or conditions of traffic shall be fixed which the
Governments of Great Britain and the United States will ap-
prove as just and equitable.

THE REJECTED TREATY.

Fifty years passed.

The Clayton-Bulwer treaty was still in force.

The United States had grown rich.

The importance of a canal across the Isthmus had increased,
and the United States desired to be freed from the contract
which made Great Britain a complete partner in the canal and
wished to promote the project by itself.

After extended negotiations, a treaty was agreed upon and
gigned by Secretury Hay and Lord Pauncefote. By this treaty
Great Britain gave op the right to a partnership in the eanal
and agreed to the construction of the canal under the auspices
of the Government of the United States alone, but expressly
declared that this was to be done “ without impairing the *gen-
eral principle’ of neutralization” established in article 8 of
the Clayton-Bulwer treaty.

The treaty furthermore provided that—

“The eanal shall be free and open in time of war as in
time of peace to the vessels of commerce and of war of all
nations on terms of entire equality, so that there shall be
no disecrimination against any nation or its citizens or sub-
jects in respect of the conditions or charges of traffic, or
otherwise.”

The Senate of the United States amended this treaty by
inserting a provision that the Clayton-Bulwer treaty was super-
sa2ded, and, furthermore, by inserting a provision declaring that
the conditions and stipulations shall not apply to measures
which the United States may find it necessary to take for recur-
ing by its own forces the defense of the United States and the
maintenance of publie order.

Creat Britain declined to cecede to these amendments, and our
representatives began the preparation of a new treaty between
Great Britain and the United States.

1t will be observed that the objections made in the Senatc did
not apply to those provisions of the treaty which neutralized the
ecanal and required it open on terms of entire eguality, so that
there would be no discrimination against any nation or its citi-
zens or subjects in respect of the conditions or charges of traffie
or otherwise.

THE PRESENT HAY-PAUNCEFOTE TREATY.

The new treaty contained again the preamble declaring that it
wag to be made * without Impairing the general principle of neu-
tralization established in article 8 of that convention (the
Clayton-Bulwer treaty).” :

The term * neutralization has been used in modern times
with reference to impartial treatment of the citizens of nations
without any reference whatever to conditions of -war. An
examination of article 8 of the Clayton-Bulwer treaty shows

that it has no reference to war, but provides for neutralization
or impartial treatment of the citizens of the United Stutes and
Great Britain by declaring that—

“the same canals or railways being open to the eitizens and

subjects of the United States and Great Britain on equal

terms shall also be open on like terms to the citizens and
subjects of other states,”

And so forth.

Thus the preamble of the treaty expressly declares its appli-
cation to citizens of Great Britain and citizens of the United
States, and that the eanals or railways built across the Isthmus
are to be open to each on equal terms.

Article 3 begins with the declaration that—

“The United States adopts as the basls of the neutrali-
zation of such ship canal the following rules substantially
as embodied in the convention of Constantinople for the free
navigation of the Suez Canal, i. e.:

* First. The canal shall be free and open to the vessels of
commerce and of war of all nations observing these rules
on terms of entire eguality, so that there shall be no dis-
crimination against any such nation or its citizens or sub-
jects in respect to the conditions or charges of traflie, or
otherwise. Such conditions and charges of traflic shall be
just and equitable.”

Clause 1 must be construed in connection with the preamble,
which declares that the citizens of the United States and the
subjects of Great Britain are to use the canal or railway built
across the Isthmus on equal terms.

It must also be construed in connection with the declaration
that the rules are substantially as embodied in the rules cover-
ing the free navigation of the Suez Canal. While the United
States adopts the rules, they were adopted as part of a trenty
tsvhich makesg them binding upon Great Britain and the United

tates.

These two provisions in the treaty make it impossible to put
upon clause 1 any construction which does not place citizens of
the United States and subjects of Great Britain upon equal
terms. The preamble expressly names them ns being entitled
to equal terms in the use of the eanal. The vessels of citizens
of the United States and of subjects of Great Britain use the
S:;;.-z Canal on equal terms, paying exactly the same rates of
tolls,

THE MEANING OF “ ALL NATIONS™

The contention that the words “ all nations” mean “ all other
nations,” and therefore do not include the United States. is
based upon a rule of construction which might have been appli-
cable if the United States at that time had owned the canal
and the territory through which the c¢anal was built and was
simply granting a privilege to some other nation.

The contention, even then, would have bad no foree under the
present trealy, because the treaty in its preamble declared that
the general prineiple of neutralization of article 8 of the
Clayton-Bulwer treaty should not be impaired, and the treaty
declared that the rules adopted are substantially those embodied
in the convention of Constantinople for the free navigation
of the Suez Canal.

These provisions of the treaty prevented discrimination
agninst citizens or subjects of any nation fn respect to the con-
ditions or charges of traflic. or otherwise, and required that the
term *“all nations” should include the United States.

In point of fact, the United States at that time owned nothing,
It had not been settled that it would own the canal. The treaty
provided that—

“1t Is agreed that the canal may be constructed under the
auspices of the Government of the United States either di-
rectly at its own cost or by gift or loan of money to indi-
viduals or corporations or through subscriptions to or pur-
chase of stock or shares, subject to the provisions of the
present treaty.”

So the langusdge of clause 1 was drawn to cover conditions
as they existed; to eover a canal in which the United States
might have a majority of the stock, a part of the stock, or no
stock; to cover a canal built by some corporation backed by
the United States in a country foreign to the United Stutes.
The langnage was intended to cover the eunal whether the
United States built it on land owned or not owned by the
Unitec States, and in either event there wuas to be no dis-
crimination against any nation or its citizens or subjects in
respect to the conditions or charges of traflic or otherwise.

The provisions in clause 2, article 3, of the treaty, permitting
the United States to maintain “such military police along the
canal as may be necessary to protect it agninst lawlessness and
disorder,” could only have been placed in the treaty upon the
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theory that the United States might not own the territory upon
which the eanal was built. !

Article 4 of the Hay-Pauncefote treaty provided that a change
of sovereignty; that is, the acqnirement of sovereignty over the
Canal Zone by the United States, should not affect “ the general
principle of neutralization.” These are the words used in
artiele 8 of the Clayton-Bulwer treaty to preserve commercial
equality.

Article 4 preserved to the citizens of Great Britain and the
United States their equality in commereial matters, but did not
geek in any other respect to limit the power of the United States
over the Canal Zone if the United States should become the
owner of the Canal Zone.

The acquirement of the Canal Zone by the United States gave
the United States the right, even without treaty provision, to
maintain a military police upon the canal. It gave the right to
embark and disembark troops. It gave the right to fortify the
canal, and Great Britain promptly agreed that the right of for-
tifiention, under the treaty, existed when the United States
became the owner of the zone.

The term *vessels of commerce and war of all nations” is
used, vessels of commerce and war being treated in the same
way, for the reason that the United States might not be the
owner of the canal, but might be dealing with a corporation
owning the eanal, just as Great Britain controls the majority
of the stock of the Suez Canal.

If the United States should own alone the canal, of course
the vessels of war of the United States would not be charged
tolls, for to charge them tolls would be to take the money out
of the Treasury of the United States simply to put it back;
but, without regard to the question as to whether the United
States owned a part of the stock of the canal or all of the stock
and the land on which it was located, the canal was to be free
and open to the vessels of commerce owned by citizens of the
United States and Great Britain on terms of entire equality.

The effort to take the United States out of the operation of
the words *“all natlons,” is to take from the words their
ordinary meaning in utter disregard of other provisions of
ihe treaty which expressly declare that the equality of treat-
ment with reference to the use of the canal was to be between
citizens of the United States and subjects of Great Britain.

It is an effort to pick out single words, and place upon them
forced and false construction.

VESSELS OF COMMERCE.

What I have said with reference to the term *all nations™
is equally applicable to the suggestion that “ vessels of com-
merce " should be construed' to apply alone to vessels engaged
in international trade.

Wharton's Law Dictionary has been cited in support of this
construction. The definition there given is:

“ Commerce relates to our dealings with foreign nations,
colonies,”

And =o forth.

The Standard Dictionary defines  commerce” as follows:

“ The exchange of goods, productions, or property of any
kind, especially exchange on a large scale as between
States or nations; extended trade.”

IWebster's New International Dictionary gives this definition
of * commerece " :

. “ Business intercourse; the exchange or buying and sell-
ing of commodities, and particularly the exchahge of mer-
chandise en a large seale between different places and com-
munities; extended trade or traffic.”

The Cyclopedia of Law and Procedure, volume 7, page 412,
defines “commerce " as follows:

‘“ Commerce is a term of the largest import. It com-
prehends intercourse for the purpose of trade in any and
all of its forms, including transportation, purchase, sale,
and exchange of commodities between the citizens of one
country and the citizens or subjects of other countries,
and between the citizens of different States.”

So, it will be seen that when Wharton, in his law dictionary,
was defining commerce as relating to dealings with foreign
nations, colonies, and so forth, he simply meant that it was
extended trade.

The term *“vessels of commerce” has no distinctive title in
law dictionaries or other works so far as I have been able to
find. The suggestion of an international definition for vessels
of commerce must depend for its origin upon the genius of the
junior Senator from New York.

While Wharton gives a more restricted definition of com-
merce than the other authorities I guote, evem his definition

would make trading with Hawaii, tlie Philippines, Porto Rico,
and from: the Atlantic to the Pacific consts, commerce.

Those who seek to. restrict the meaning of the Hay-Paunce-
fote treaty by picking here a word and there a word in dis-
regard of the entire tenor of the trealy. merely disclose the
unshakable fact that the treaty intended to provide for the
use of the canal by the citizens of the United States and the
subjects of Great Britain, and of other nations, observing the
rules prescribed. so that there would be no discrimination
against any of the citizens with respect to tbe conditions or
charges of traffic for passing their commerce through the canal.

CIIANGE OF SOVEREIGNTY NOT TO AFFECT THE RIGHTS OF SUBJECTS
OF GEEAT DRITAIN.

But it has been insisted that the canal eontemplated by the
treaty was to be built on alien soil, and now that it has been
constructed upon territory over which the United Stutes exer-
cises the power of sovercignty, the Hay-Pauncefote treaty is
inapplicable.

How such a contention can seriously be presented I can not
understand, in view of article 4 of the Hay-Pauncefote: treaty,
which reads as follows:

“ It is agreed that no change of terriforial sovereiguty or
of the international relations of the country or countries
traversed by the before-mentioned canal shall affect the
general principle of neutralization er the obligation of the
high contracting parties under the present treaty.”

It is well known that pending the negotiation of this treaty
it was suggested that the United States might purchase a strip
of land contiguous to the canal, if the canal was built; and
article 4 of the treaty was prepared by Secretary Hay to meet
the demand of the British Government, that the eguality of
treatment of the citizens of Great Britain and the ecitizens of
the United States, in respect to their commerce passing through
the canal, might be preserved, even though the United States
ge“;;ttfne sole.owner of the territory through which the canal was

1

Secretary Hay used the exact langnage found in the pream-
ble, viz, * the general principle of neutralization,” the preamble
having declared that the new treaty was made without impair-
ing *“the general principle of mnentralization” established in
article 8 of the Clayton-Bulwer treaty, and, as I have before
stated, that general prineciple of neutralization was that the
canal ** shall be open to the citizens and subjects of the United
States and of Great Britain on equal terms.”

It will be observed that article 4, in utllizing fhe term
“ principle of neutralization,” used the language of article 8
of the Clayton-Bulwer treaty, which does not carry an objec-
tion to the fortification of the canal by the United States and
does not exclude other uses incldent to ownership connected
with the defense of the territory or the defense of the Nation.

Article 18 of our treaty with Panama, under which we ob-
tained title to the zone, couples with that title the following
provision :

“The canal when constructed and the entrances thereto
shall be neutral in perpetuity and shall be open upon the
terms provided by section 1 of article 3 of and in con-
formity with all the stipulations of the treaty entered
into by the Government of the United States and Great
Britain on November 18, 1901."

The Hay-Pauncefote treaty is made a part of the title to the
property in the treaty of conveyance from Panama which gives
our country the title.

Talk of terminating the Hay-Pauncefote treaty from a legal
standpoint is absurd.

3 Ittwonld terminate our right legally to possession of the canal
self,

It would compel us to give up the canal, unless we aban-
doned our attitude as a law-abiding Nation and resorted alone
to battleships and brute force to keep the property.

Our right to fortify and use the canal as a national defense
followed ownership of the zone, and Great Britain by prompily
coneceding this fact conformed to the terms of the treaty.

Mr. Henry White and Mr. Choate are the two living Ameri-
cans who represented the United States in these negotiations.
Mr. White, referring to this subject before the Interoceanic
Committee, said:

“ Tt was always assumed by those carrying on the negotia-
tions—it certainly was by me in my interview with Lord
Lansdowne—that we meant our ships should be considered,
or, rather, that the United States should be considered as
included in the term “ all nations."”

Fowecan any rational man, in view of the terms of the treaty
and the declaration of Mr. White, believe that the passage of
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this bill compromises the dignity and the honor of our country?

I enter my protest against the suggestion that it is a betrayal
of the .\merican people to live up to our treaty agreements.

The dishonor would come from their breach,

CORRESPONDENCE BETWEEN MR, WHITE, MR, CHOATE, AND REPRESENTA-
" TIVES OF GREAT BRITAIN.

I have carefully examined all of the correspondence furnished
by the State Department, and it covers the subject from the
earliest letter written, December 7, 1898, by Mr. Hay to Mr.
White down fo the present time.

I invite those who seek to construe the term “all nations ™ In
clause 1 of article 3 of the treaty as meaning all nations other
than the United States to find a single word in the entire
correspondence which would justify such a construction, On
the contrary, over and over again in this correspondence is
disclosed the fact that the parties to this treaty intended that
citizens and subjects of the United States, in respect to condi-
tions or charges of traffie through this canal, should be placed
upon an entire equality with citizens and subjects of Great
Britain, -

As far back as December 22, 1898, Mr. White, in a telegram
to Mr. Hay from London at the very opening of the negotiations,
looking toward relieving the United States from the Clayton-
Bulwer treaty, wrote with reference to the attitude of the
British Government on the construction of the canal:

“I do not believe, If it is opened to all nations on equal
terms, there will be any serious difficulty in effecting an
agreement satisfactory to both nations.”

Clearly here he was including the United States in the term
“all nations.”

A letter written by him on the same day to Mr. Hay contained
the following statement:

“Lord Salisbury said nothing to lead me to think he
is unfavorably disposed, much less hostile, to the construc-
tion of the canal under our auspices, provided it is to be
open to the ships of all countries on equal terms.”

In the same letter he wrote:

“In this connection, I inclose an article which appeared
in the London Spectator of the 10th, and which embodies
the opinion, I think, of a very considerable majority of
those who have given this matter attention in this
country.”

The following are some extracts from that editorial:

“The Times says most reasonably that if the freedom of
the waterways are secured to the ships of all nations as in
the case of the Suez Canal, we do not see what object we
should have in standing strictly upon claims which orig-
inated when circumstances were altogether different.”

“All we want is that the canal shall be made and that
when it is made it shall be open and available to our mer-
chant ships and ships of war as freely as to those of the
United States and all other powers.”

“ Supposing the canal ours, or merely the property of
Nicaragua, a hostile power might block it in the first in-
stance as our property, and in the second in defiance of the
weak State. If, however, it is controlled by America we
need have no fear of being unable to use it, for it will be in
hands strong enough to defend it.”

*“We fail then to see why we should make ourselves dis-
agreeable to the Americans by vetoing the canal.”

*“What answer are we to make to America if, or rather
when, she asks us to agree to the abrogation of the Clay-
ton-Bulwer treaty? It has been suggested that we should
ask for compensation or try to make a bargain for trade
vessels,”

* We would rather abrogate the treaty out of good will
and good feeling than for any direct quid pro quo. Let us
show the world that though in a case of foreigners we shall
be tenacious of our treaty rights to the last iota, we can in
the case of our own kith and kin think of their interests
and wishes as well as of our own.”

* We would abrogate the treaty on the following terms:

“*% ® = That the duties charged should be the same in
the case of American and other vessels.”

Copies of many of the letters written by Mr. Choate to Sec-
retary Hay are now printed for the use of the Senate.

Lord Pauncefote was insisting that the treaty should apply
not only to the first eanal built, but any subsequent canal. Mr,
Choate was objecting to such a provision. On August 20, 1001,
Mr. Choate wrote Secretary Hay :

“As article 8 stands, in the Clayton-Rulwe. treaty, it un-
doubtedly contemplates further treaty stipulations—not
these treaty stipulations, in ecase any other interoceante
route, either by land or by water, should * prove to be prae-
ticable, and it proceeds to state that the general principle
to be applied is to be no other charges or conditions of
traffic thereon ‘than are just and equitable.” and that said
‘canals or railways’ being open to the subjects and citi-
zens of Great Britain and the United States on equal terms
shall also be open on like ferms to the subjects and citizens
of other States. which I believe to be the real general prin-
ciple of nentralization (if yon choose to eall it s0) intended
:o b:s asserted by this eighth article of the Clayton-Bulwer

reaty.”

The importance of this statement from Mr. Choate will be
appreciated if we keep in mind the fact that the treaty finally
ratified declares that the general principle of neutralization
in article 8 of the Clayton-Bulwer treaty is not to be impaired
by this new treaty, and Mr. Choate wrote, pending the negotia-
tions of the treaty, that the general principle of neutralization
intended fo be inserted was that the canals or railways were
to be open to subjects of Great Britain and the United States
on equal terms.

Further on in the same letter Mr. Choate suggzested that if
Great Britain insisted upon extending the treaty to future
canals it might be provided “in view of the permanent charae-
ter of this treaty, whereby the general principle established by
article 8 of the Clayton-Bulwer treaty is reaflirmed, the United
States hereby declares that it will impose no other charges or
conditions of traffic upon any other canal that may be built
across the Isthmus than are just and equitable, and that such
canals shall be open to the subjects and citizens of the United
States and of all other nations on equal terms.”

The additional clause became unnecessary because Great
Britain did not insist that the treaty should apply to more than
the one canal.

Mr. Hay, in replying, said:

“XYour views are so clear and definite and so entirely in
aceord with my own that I find it unnecessary to give you
any extended instructions as to this very important
matter.”

In a letter of September 21 Mr. Choate explains that Tord
Pauncefote wished an additional clause to preserve more spe-
cifically the protection of Great Britain in the event the United
States acquired territory on both sides of the eanal, and lest
the United States might then claim that “a treaty providing
for the neutrality of a canal running through a neutral country
could no longer apply to a canal that ran through American
territory only.”

Mr. Choate said:

“I Insisted that these ideas were already ineluded in
your 4, that is, within the words * the general prineiple of
neutralization,’ especially in the light of that phrase as
used in the preamble, where it is ‘neutralization estab-
lished in article 8 of the Clayton-Bulwer treaty’; that if
not included within that it certainly was in the phrase
‘obligations of the high contracting parties under this
treaty.'”

Mr. Choate proceeded :

“He still insisted that it should not be left to the con-
struetion of general clauses, but should be explicitly stated.
Believing as I do that you had no thought of eseaping from
the obligations of article 3, clause 1, in any such contin-
gency as change of territorial sovereignty, and that you
had intended it to be included in your language in 4, I wrote
down the words ‘or the freedom of passage of the canal fo
the vessels of commerce and of war of all nations on terms
of entire equality and withont discrimination, as provided
by article 3, and asked him if those words were =dded to
your 4 I would satisfy him as a substitute for Lord Lans-
downe's 3-A."

On September 81 Secretary Hay telegraphed Mr. Choate:

* The President cordially approves draft of canal treaty
and your instructions. I do not consider the proposed ad-
dition to article 4 as necessary or as improving the article,
but if the British Government strongly Insists you may
accept it.”

In the further discussion of this subject it appears that Mr,
Choate satisfled Lord Pauncefote that this additional clause
was unnecessary and that article 4, even in case the Govern-
ment of the United States became owner of the land en which
the canal was dug, still preserved to Great Britain the neutrali-
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gation clause of article 8 of the Clayton-Bulwer treaty, by which
citizens of the Tnited States and citizens of Great Britain
would use the «. unl on ferms of equality.

On September 25 Mr. Choate wrote Secretary Hay :

“ 1 judged from your cable that you agreed with me that
the words proposed fo be added did not really alter the
meaning of your 4, but only added a specification of what
was there included in general terms.”

In a letter of October 2, 1901, Mr. Choate concluded with the
statement, referring to Lord Lansdowne:

“ In substance he abrogates the Clayton-Bulwer freaty,
gives us an American canal—ours to build as and where we
like, to own, control, and govern—on the sole condition of
its being always neutral and free for the passage of the
ships of all nations on equal terms, except that if we get
into a war with any nation we can shut its ships out and
take care of ourselves”

SECRETARY HAY TO SENATOR CULLOM.

Secretary Hay on December 12, 1001, wrote Senator Cullem
of the treaty which had then been sent to the Senate, among
other things, as follows:

“The draft of the new treaty was transmitted by Lord
Pauncefote to Lord Lansdowne, and its treatment by him
manifested a most conciliatory spirit and an earnest desire
to reach a conclusion which should be satisfactory to the
United States, if this could be done without departing from
the great principle of neutrality, including the use of the
canal by all nations on equal terms, for which Great Brit-
ain had always contended.”

It will be observed that this language used by Secretary Haoy
is not the language of a grant by the United States to some
other country, but a general expression with reference to the
purposes of the negotiation, and certainly no one will question
that it included the United States in the term * all nations.

Quoting further from the letter above referred to from Secre-
tary Hay to Senator Cullom:

* He considered that the abrogation of the Clayton-Bulwer
treaty, which had been inserted by way of an amendment
in the former treaty without any previous opportunity for
consideration of the matter by Greaf Britain, would not
now be regarded as inadmissible, if suflicient provision
were made in the new treaty for anything in the Clayton-
Bulwer treaty which it was any longer of material interest
to Great Britain to preserve.” '

“ The President considered * * # that for the present
a convention for the building of one canal at the cost of
the United States, for the equal benefit of them all, was
all that could be wisely attempted. He not only was
willing, but earnestly desired, that the general principle
of nentralization, referred to in the preamble of this treaty,
and in the eighth article of the Clayton-Bulwer treaty,
should be perpetually applied to this canal. * * * He
recognized the entire justice and propriety of the demand
of Great Britain, that if she was asked to surrender the
material interest secured by the first article of that treaty,
which might result at some indefinite future time in a
change of sovereignty in the territory traversed by the
cannl, the general principle of neutralization as applied teo
the eanal should be absolutely secured, and that a clause
ghould be ndded to the draft treaty by which the parties
ghould agree that no change of sovereignty or of infer-
national relations of the territory traversed by the canal
should affect this general principle or the obligations of
the parties under this treaty.”

When Secretary Hay submitted to the President for trans-
mission to the Senate the agreement covering the Hay-Paunce-
fote treaty, he called attention to the fact that the construction
of such canal under the anuspices of the Govetnment of the
United States was to be “without impairing the genernl prin-
ciple of neutralization established in article 8 of the Clayton-
Bulwer convention.”

President Iloosevelt, in sending the treaty to the Sensate,
closed his letter with the statement that the * new treaty was
made withount impairing the general principle of neutralization
establisbed in articie § of the Clayton-Bulwer convention.”

Senator Cushman K. Davis, chairman of the Senate Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations, presented to the Senate the first
Hay-Pauncefote treaty. He declared that in building tlre canal
there was to be " no exclusive privilege or preferential right of
any kind. but perfect equuality for all, with no privilege to the

United States.” and thut the United States could not take an |

attitude in opposition to equal use of the canal by all nations

without diserimination. I guote the following extracts from his
report:

“That the United States sought no exclusive privilege or
preferential right of any kind in regard to the proposed
commmnnieation, and their sincere wish, if it should be found
practical, was to see it dedicated to the common use of 4ll
nations on the most liberal terms and a footing of perfect
equality of all.

“That the United States would not, if they could, obtain
any exclusive right or privilege in a great highway which
naturally belongs to all mankind., * * *

“As to nentrality and the exclusive control of the canal
and its dedication to universal use, the suggestions that
were incorporated In the Clayton-Bulwer tréaly came from
the United States and were concurred in by Great Britain.
In no instnnee has the Government of the United States
intiniated an objection to this treaty on account of the
fentures of meuntrality, its egnal and impartial use by all
other nations. * ¢ *

“No American stutesman, speaking with official authority
or responsibility, has ever intimated that the United States
would attempt to control this ecanal for the exelusive benefit
of our Government or people. They have all, with one ac-
cord, declared that the canal was to be neutral ground in
time of war and always open on terms of impartinl equity
to the ships and commerce of the world.

‘“Special treaties for the neutrality, impartiality, free-
dom, and innocent vse of the two canals that are to be the
eastern and western gateways of commerce bhetween the
two great oceans are not in keeping with the magnitnde
and universality of the blessings they must confer upon
mankind. The subject rather belongs to the domain of
international law,

“The leading powers of Europe recognized the impor-
tance of this subject in respect of the SBuez Canal, and or-
dained a public international act for its nentralization that
is an honor to the civilization of the age. It is the benetl-
cent work of all Europe and not of Great Britain alone.
Whenever a canal is built in the Isthmus of Darien, it will
be ultimately made subject to the same law of freedom and
neutrality as governs the Snez Canal as a part of the laws
of mations, and no single power will be able to resist its
control, =% %

“The United States can not take an attitude of opposi-
tion to the principles of the great act of October 22, 1858,
without discrediting the official declarations of our Govern-
ment for 50 years on the neutrality of an isthmian eanal and
its equal use by all nations without discrimination. * * =

“That our Government or our people will furnish the
money to build the canal presents the single guaestion
whether it is profitable to do so. If the canal. as property,
is worth more than its cost we are not called on fo divide
the profits with other nations. If it is worth less, and we
are compelled by national necessities to build the canal,
we have no right to call on other nations to make up the
loss to us. In any view it is a venture that we will enter
upon if it is to our interest, and if it is otherwise we will
withdraw from its further consideration.

‘“The Suez Canal makes no discrimination in its tolls in
favor of its stockholders and. taking its profits or {he half
of them as our basis of calculation, we will never find it
necessary to differentinte our rates of toll in favor of our
own people in order to secure a very great profit on the
investment.”

Nobody ean read the corresponucnce between our representn-
tives .nd the rer. esentatives of Great Britain or the correspond-
ence between Mr. Choate and Mr. Hay, carried on while this
treaty was being made, and doubt that the *all nations"™ in
clause 1 of article 8 was intended to include the United States,
and that the preamble to the treaty 'was meant to fix upon the
treaty the general principle of neuntralization contalued in
article 8 of the Clayton-Bulwer treaty to the effect that the
canai was to be ‘'open to the citizens and subiects of the United
States and of Great Brita'n on equal terms.

An appenl to our love of country should always fini ready
response, but no love of country should influence us o seek to
escape from the plain purpeses of an agreement with another
country by hair-splitting and technical refinements of construc-
tion, especially when the possibility of snch a course was sug-
gesied by the representatives of the other country when .he
negotintions were being conducted and when our representatives
vssured the representatives of the other country that the con-
struction now being sought to be placed upon this treaty by
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those who deny its application to citizens of the United States
could not possibly be made,

WILL FREE PASSAGE OF COASTWISE VESSELS VIOLATE THE TREATY?

But it is contended that even if the Hay-Pauncefote treaty
prevents a discrimination from being made between vessels of
Great Britain and vessels of the United States engaged in for-
eign trade which pass through the Panama Canal, still, as our
coastwise transportation is limited entirely to American vessels,
to permit the free passage of these vessels- would be no dis-
crimination against the vessels owned by British citizens.

The case is well put by Mr. Roosevelt, on Janaary 18, 1913, In
the Outlook, when he said:

* I believe the position of the United States is proper as
regards coastwise traffic. I think we have the right to free
bona fide coastwise traffic from tolls. I think this does
not interfere with the rights of any other nation, because
no ships but our own can engage in coastwise traffic.
There is no diserimination against other ships when we
relieve the coastwise trade from tolls.”

If the treaty applied alone to the owners of ships, the con-
clusion of President Roosevelt would be sound. It would be
fortified by the opinion of the Supreme Court of the United
States in the case of Olesen against Smith. This case arose
out of a treaty with Great Britain containing the following
language:

" No higher or other duties or charges shall be imposed
in any of the ports of the United States on British vessels
than those payable in the same ports by vessels of the
United States.”

Passing upon the case, Mr. Justice White said:

* Neither the exemption of coastwise steam vessels from
pilotage resulting from the law of the United States nor
any lawful exemption of coastwise vessels created by the
State law concerns vessels in the foreign trade, and there-
fore any such exemptions do not operate to produce a dis-
crimination against British vessels engaged in foreign trade
and in favor of vessels of the United States in such trade.”
When the Panama Canal bill was before the Senate in 1912 1

called attention to this decision of the Supreme Court of the
United States and justified the provision permitting free pas-
sage for vessels engaged in the United States coastwise traffic.
I, however, added at that #time that the effect might be to
require the United States also to permit vessels engaged in
Canadian coastwise traffic to pass through the canal free. The
treaty considered in the Olesen case is limited to vessels. It
does not apply to discriminations against citizens other than
vessel owners,

During the debate upon this subject, in 1912, I do not think
the attention of Senators was called to the fact that the lan-
guage of clause 1, article 3, of the Hay-Pauncefote treaty might
be construed to apply to the commerce of citizens of the United
States, and all other North American and South Ameriecan
countries similarly situated as to coastwise trade. Since then
I have made a careful investigation of this view of the ques-
tion. It will be observed that the clause not only provides that
the canal shall be free and open to the vessels of commerce,
but it shall be so open and so used “ that there shall be no dis-
crimination against any such nation or its citizens or subjects in
respect to the conditions or charges of traffic or otherwise.”

It is now contended that this language is broad enough to
prevent rates of tolls which would discriminate against the
commerce of citizens of Canada. In other words, the provision
is broad enough to require that a vessel sailing from New York
to Vancouver, carrying a cargo of goods to citizens of Van-
couver, should pass through the canal with the same rates of
tolls as a vessel sailing from New York to Seattle, carrying
goods to citizens of the State of Washington. We can not deny
that to permit vessels to pass through the canal without paying
tolls when goods are carried from New York to Seattle, while
a vessel going through the canal from New York to Vancouver
was required to pay tolls, would be a discrimination against the
commerce of the citizens of Vancouver.

Was the treaty intended to be applied to such a case?

THE LAEE CANAL TREATY,

I wish to call the attention of the Senate to the treaty made
in Z871 between the United States and Great Britain applicable
to the tolls of the Welland and other Canadian canals. This
treaty reads:

*The Government of Her Britannic Majesty engages to
urge upon the Government of the Dominion of Canada to
secure to the citizens of the Unlted States the use of the
Welland, St. Lawrence, and other canals in the Dominion on
terms of equality wiih the inhabitants of the Dominion.”

Under this treaty Canada fixed the tolls for vessels passing
th=sugh the Welland Canal at 20 cents per ton and made the
charge equally applicable to vessels owned by citizens of the
United States and to vessels owned by citizens of Canada, but
subsequently a rebate of 18 cents per ton was allowed upon the
merchandise going to Montreal, while a similar rebate was
denied to merchandise golng to cities on the American side of
Lake Ontario.

It was claimed that the effect of this treaty was to give an
advantage to the commerce of citizens of the Dominion over the
commerce of citizens of the United States. On August 23, 1888,
President Cleveland sent a message to Congress protesting
against what he claimed to be a violation of treaty rights of
citizens of the United States by the Government of Canada:

In this message he said:

*The equality with the inhabitants of the Dominion
which we were promised in the use of the canals of Canada
did not secure to us freedom from tolls in their navigation,
but we had a right to expect that we, being Americans and
interested in American commerce, would be no more bur-
dened in regard to the same than Canadians engaged in
their own trade; and the whole spirit of the concession
made was, or should have been, that merchandise and prop-
erty transported to an American market through these
canals should not be enhanced in its cost by tolls many
times higher than such as were carried to an adjoining
Canadian market. All our citizens—producers and con-
sumers, as well as vessel owners—were to enjoy the equality
promised.

“And yet evidence has for some time been before the Con-
gress, furnished by the Secretary of the Treasury, showing
that while the tolls charged in the first instance are the
same to all, such vessels and cargoes as are destined to
certain Canadian ports are allowed a refund of nearly the
entire tolls, while those bound for American ports are not
allowed any such advantage.

“To promise equality and then in practice make it condi-
tioned upon our vessels doing Canadian business instead of
their own is to fulfill a promise with the shadow of per-
formance.”

After this message from President Cleveland to Congress the
State Department took up with the state department of Great
Britain the complaint of our Nation on account of the rebate
given by Canada to her coastwise business. Great Britain
contended, representing the views of Canada, that the treaty
only applied to owners of vessels and did not apply to a dis-
crimination between the rates charged vessels going to cities
of the United States and Canada. Nothing was accomplished at
that time.

On June 20, 1892, in response to a Senate resolution asking
for information, President Harrison reviewed the entire sub-
Ject. He called attention to the report of Mr. Partridge, the
Solieitor of the Department of State, and to a letter from Mr.
Blaine. He condemned the rebate of 18 cents a ton upon goods
going to Montreal. He said:

. “That these orders as to canal tolls and rebates are in
direct violation of article 27 of the treaty of 1871 seems
to be clear. It is wholly evasive to say that there is no
discrimination between Canadian and American vessels;
that the rebate is allowed to both without favor upon grain
carried through to Montreal or transshipped at a Canadian
port to Montreal., The treaty runs: ‘To secure to the citi-
zens of the United States the use of the Welland, St. Law-
rence, ‘and other canals in the Dominion on terms of equal-
ity with the inhabitants of the Dominion.’

“It was intended to give to consumers in the United
States, to our people engaged in railroad transportation,
and to thosé exporting from our ports egual terms in pass-
ing their merchandise through these canals. 'This absolute
equality of treatment was the consideration for concession
on the part of this Government made in the same article of
the treaty, and which have been faithfully kept.

“It is a matter of regret that the Canadian Government
has not responded promptly to our request for the removal
of these discriminating tolls. * * * JIn view of the fact
that the Canadian commissioners still contest with us the
claim that these tolls are discriminating and insist that
they constitute no violation of the letter or spirit of article
27 of the treaty, it would seem appropriate that Congress,
if the view held by the Executive is approved, should with
deliberation and yet with promptness take such steps as
may be necessary to secure the just rights of our citizens.”
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On July 1 following he agaln brought this subject to the atten-
tion of Congress, and declared:

“There can be no doubt that a serious diserimination
against our cltizens and our commerce exists, and quite
as little doubt that this discrimination is notf the incident
but the purpose of the Canadian regulation.”

He zccompanied his message with an elaborate review of the
subject by Assistant Secrefary of State Adee., Thereupon the
House of Representatives brought in an act authorizing the
President to put into effect retaliatory duties. The report was
presented by Mr. Blount, who called attention to the treaty
between Great Britain and the United States of 1871, which
provided for terms of equality between citizens of the United
States and Great Britain as to the use of the Welland Canal,
and further said:

“1t was claimed on the part of the Canadian Government
that as the rebate applied to ‘vessels,’ and our vessels
were covered by its terms provided their cargoes took the
lines indicated by the order, there was absolute equality;
but the language of the treaty shows that it had relation
not to vessels but to citizens.

* 1t was intended for the benefit of the consumers in our
own country; it was intended to give advantage to our
ports; it was intended to give advantage to our transporta-
tion companies, The Canadians have sought, by this tech-
nical construction, to evade the spirit of the treaty.”

Mr. Hitt also, in advocating the legislation which authorized
retaliation by the United States, said:

“ By our treaty with Great Britain, the words of which
have just been read to the House, we are entitled to *the
use of that canal on terms of equality with the inhabitants
of the Dominion of Canada.' * * * Tncover all the
masks of words and equivoeations in this voluminous cor-
respondence and there stands out the bald fact that Ameri-
can trade is subjected to just ten times the burden to
which Canadian trade is subjected in passing through the
canal, * * * This burden is laid on the commerce of
the North and Northwest and the citizens of the ports of
the United States entitled to enjoy this export trade and
by treaty to equality in the use of the Welland Canal.”

Congress passed the bill, and the President of the United
States, on August 18, issued a proclamation putting the retalia-
tory provision into execution. Thereupon Canada receded. It
abandoned the rebate,"and by proclanmtion February 20, 1893,
the retaliatory duties were withdrawn.

If, under the treaty applicable to the Welland and other
ecanals in Canada, the commerce of the cities of the two coun-
tiies, so far as the canal was concerned, were to receive equal-
ity, if our Government was right in the contention which it
then made, how can we avoid the conelusion that our Govern-
ment is wrong now?

If we permit vessels from New York City to Seattle, carrying
the commerce of the people of Washington, to pass through the
canal without the payment of tolls and require a vessel carrying
from New York to Vancouver ecargoes of goods for the people
of that coast to pay tolls, we would be taxing the commerce of
the citizens of the Dominion of Canada, while we would not be
taxing the commerce of the citizens of the United States simi-
larly situated.

If, under our Panama Canal act, we provided that vessels
sailing from eastern or western coasts of the United States fo
the opposite coast of the United States should receive a rebate
of 90 per cent of their tolls, if they landed their cargoes on our
own coast, and that the same vessels or Canadian vessels sailing
from one coast to the other coast, and landing their ecargoes at
Canadian ports, should have no such rebate, we woyld be doing,
under the present treaty, just what Canada did under the treaty
which applied to their lake canals,

If giving a rebate of 90 per cent of the tolls to vessels land-
ing their cargoes in ports of the United States would be a dis-
crimination against the commerce of the citizens of the Do-
minion of Canada, how much more would the diserimination
exist if the rebate amounted to all of the tolls, or if the vessels
were carrvied through the canal without paying any tolls?

Let ug place the language of the two treaties side by side.

The Welland Canal treaty undertook to secure * to the citi-
zens of the United States use of the Welland, St. Lawrence, and
other canals in the Dominion of Canada on {erms of equality
with the inhabitants of the Dominion.”

The Hay-Pauncefote treaty provides that * the canal shall be
free and open on terms of entire equality, so that there shall be
no discrimination against any nation or its citizens or subjects
in respect of the conditions or charges of traffi:, or otherwise.”

If the Welland Canal treaty extended beyond the owners of
vessels to the cemmerce of the citizens, the Hay-Tauncefote
treaty certainly does the same thing; and if it does, we can
not charge one rate at the canal for the commerce of the cities
on the United States coast and another rate at the eanal for
commerce of citizens on the coast of the Dominion of Ganada.

I'f we were right then, we are wrong nc... If we are right
now, we were wrong then.

Will anyone claim that the British Government in urging
Canada to yield to our construection of the lake treaty in 1592
improperly yielded to the United States, or that the conduct of
Great Britain in this matter showed a lack of proper courage
or assertion of national rights?

Yet the concession was made to us by Great Britain and
Canada in 1892, and the discrimination against the commerce
of the citizens in the ports of the United States, In favor of
the commerce of the citizens of the ports of Canada, was aban-
doned. Canada may again assert her right to follow the con-
struction she then placed upon the treaty, but she has yielded
to the extent of abolishing the rebates.

It is generally understood that in the summer of 1912 the
home Government at London was not aggressive in its objection
to the claim of the United States with reference to passing
coastwise vessels through the canal free, but that representa-
tives of Canada and British America bronght their compinint
to the attention of the Government in London and asserted
their rights. Can we compluin that they should not bhave
done so?

Had not the offices of the home Government in London helped
induce them to yield to us in 1892 upon a similar treaty and a
gimilar issue? How could the Government in London fail to
respond under the circumstances and assert that we ought to
follow in our construction of the Panama Canal treaty the
coustruction we ourselves had placed upon the like canal treaty?

For the present argument it is not necessary to express an
opinion as to the meaning of this part of the language of the
treaty, but if we insist upon our present construction, I do say
that we ought promptly to notify Canada that we were wrong
in 1892, and that Canada is at perfect liberty to grant such re-
bates as that Government might desire for the cities of the

Dominion of Canada as against the cities of the United States.

Do we realize the enormous volume of this trade, and what it
would mean to our northeastern facilities of transportation?
It is understood that Canada Is d2epening these canals; that
she is taking steps to greatly improve their value, and that an’
abandonment of our former contention with reference to these
treaties wouid be injurious not alone to the State of New York
and the New England States, but to the Middle Western States
whose products are served at least in consideluble part by the
use of the Canadian canals.

Mr. Choate, in his letter of April 13, 1914, transmitting his
correspondence” while he was acting as ambassador to the
Court of St. James, with Secretary Hay, makes the following
statement ;

“These, if carefully perused, will, I think, be found to
confirmm my view that the clause in the Panama Canal act
exempting our coastwise shipping from tolls is a clear
violation of the treaty.”

ALL COUNTRIES IN XNORTH AND SOUTH AMERICA TNTERESTED.

But the Dominion of Canada is not the only one of our neigh-
bors interested in this question. All of North and South Amer-
ica is interested. Mexico, the countries of Central America,
and the countries of South America, We are seeking to culti-
vate trade with our North and South American neighbors. We
are seeking to bulld up our commerce with them. Shall we say
to them that we will make treaties promising equality, which
they may justly consider extending to the commerce of their
people, and yet seek to diseriminate in favor of the commerce of
the citizens of the United States? Our citizens are interested
in the entire commerce of America, not alone in trading with
each other, and it would be a mistake in policy for us to injure
our trade relations with our neighbors by causing them to feel
that we were seeking to enforce a construction of a treaty in
our favor just contrary to a construction which we placed upon
a similar treaty when the different construction was in our
favor.

And when the President in his message referred to other diffi-
culties to be ecaused by the passage of our coastwise véssels
threcugh the canal without charge, while I do not sneak ex
cathedra, I may well conceive that he had in view our general
relations with all o: our neighbors in America, and not what
many have suggested, some ulterior purpose in connection with
the Government of Great Britain:

We have treaties with all the nations of the world. They
were made to protect the interests of our people. It is essential
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that other nations should Hve up to those treaties. How ecan we
ask them to do so if our Government fails to live up to the obli-
gations it has assumed in those treaties?

The objections under the treaty to permitting the coastwise
trafiic of the United States to pass through the canal without
paying tolls may be summed up in the following propositions:

First. Clause 1, article 3, of the treaty applies not only fto
the owners of vessels, but to the citizens and subjects of the
respective countries and, together with the balance of the treaty,
requires that no discrimination as to such citizens and subjects
shall be made in respect of the conditions or charges of traffic
through the canal.

Second. The coastwise vessels will naturally stop at the ports
of Cuba, Mexico, Central America, Panama and, perhaps, else-
where, Their cargoes will not be limited exclusively to bona
fide coastwise traffic of the United States.

Third. Traffic from foreign countries will be unloaded at|

ports of the United States to be immediately reloaded in a
coastwise vessel for passage through the canal to the opposite
coast of the United States, thus in reality carrying through
the canal foreign ttaffic in coastwise vessels without paying
tolls.

It has been claimed that Chargé d’Affaires Innes, the repre-
sentative of Great Britain, in a letter dated July 8, 1912, ad-
mitted to Secretary Knox the right of the United States to give
an exemption from tolls to vessels engaged in the coastwise
trade. This is not a correct statement of his attitude. The
language wheh he used was this:

“As to the proposal that examption shall be given to ves-
sels engaged in coastwise trade, a more difficult question
arises, If the trade should be so regulated as to make it
certain that only bona fide coastwise trafiie, which is re-
served for United States vessels, would be benefited by this
exemption, it might be that no objection could be taken.
But it appears to our Government that it wil. be impossible
to frame regulations which will prevent the exemption from
resulting in a preference to United States shipping and,
consequently, in an infraction of the treaty.”

SIR EDWARD GREY'S LETTER.

In a letter dated November 14, 1812, handed to the Secretary
of State by the British ambassador December 9, Sir Edward
Grey called the attention of our Government to the terms of
the Hay-Pauncefote treaty. Referring to the Hay-Pauncefote
treaty, he wrote:

“So long as the Clayton-Bulwer treaty was in force,
therefore, the position was that both parties to it had given
up their power of independent action, because neither was
at liberty to comstruct the canal and thereby obtain the
exclusive control which construction would confer, It is
also clear that if the canal had been constructed while the
Clayton-Bulwer treaty was in force it would have been open
in secordance with article 8 to British and .United States
ghips on equal terms, and equally clear, therefore, that the
tolis leviable on such ships would have been identical.

“The purpose of the United States in negotiating the
Hay-Pauncefote treaty was to recover their freedom of
action and obtain the right which they had surrendered -to
construct the eanal themselves; this is expressed in the
preamble to the treaty, but the complete liberty of action
consequential upon such construction was to be limited by
the maintenance of the general principle embodied in arti-
cle 8 of the earlier treaty. That principle, as shown
above, was one of equal treatment for both British and
United States ships, and a study of the language of article
4 shows that the word ‘npeutralization’ in the preamble
of the latter treaty #s not there confined to belligerent oper-
ations, but refers to the system of equal rights for which

" article 8 provided. * * *

“w = #» ]ngtice that in the course of the debate in the
Senate on the Panama Canal bill the argument was used by
one of the speakers that the third, fourth, and fifth rules
embodied in article 3 of the treaty shows that the words
‘al]l nations' can not include the United States, because if
the United States were at war it is impossible to believe it
could be intended to be debarred by the treaty from using
its own territory for revictualing its warships or landing
troops. :

“ The same point may strike others who read nothing but
the text of the Hay-Pauncefote treaty itself, and I think it
therefore worth while that I should briefly show that this

“The Hay-Pauncefote treaty of 1901 aimed at earrying
out the prineiple of the neutralization of the Panama Canal
by subjecting it to the same régime as the Suez Canal.
Rules 3, 4, and 5 of article 3 of the treaty are taken
almost textually from articles 4, 5, and 6 of the Suez

J

Canal convention of 1888. At the date of the signature of
the Hay-Pauncefote treaty the territory on which the
Isthmlan Canal was o be constructed did not belong to the
United States. Consequently, there was no need to insert
in the draft treaty provisions corresponding to those in
articles 10 and 13 of the Suez Canal convention, which
preserved the sovereign rights of Turkey. * % #

“Now that the United States has become the practical
sovereign of the canal, His Majesty's Government do not
question its title to exercise belligerent rights for its pro-
tection.” * % *

‘It has been argued that, as the coastwise trade of the
United States is confined to United States vessels, the ex-
emption of vessels engaged in it from the payment of tolls
can not injure the interests of foreign nations. Tt is clear,
however, that the interests of foreign nations will be seri-
ously injured in two material respects. * * #

“% % #» The exemption will, in the opinien of His
Majesty’s Government, be a violation of the equal treatment
secured by the treaty, as it will put the coastwise trade in
a preferential position as regards other shipping. Coast-
wise trade can not be circumseribed so completely that
benefits conferred upon it will not affect vessels engaged
in the foreign trade. 'To take an example, if eargo in-
tended for a United States port beyound the canal, cither
from {he east or west, and shipped on board a foreign
ship, could be sent to iis destination more cheaply through
the operation of the proposed exemption by being landed at
a United States port before reaching the canal and then
sent on as a coastwise trade, shippers would benefit hy
adopting this course in preference to sending the goods
direct to their destination on board a foreign vessel, * # =

“Again, although certain privileges are granted to ves-
sels engaged exclusively in the coastwise trade, His
Majesty's Government are given to understand that there is
nothing in the laws of the United States which prevents
any United Stafes ship from combining foreign commerce
with eoastwise trade and, consequently, from entering into
direct competition with foreign vessels while remaining
prima facie entitled to the privilege of free passage through
the capal. * * -*

“ His Majesty's Government feel no doubt as to the cor-
rectness of their interpretation of the treaties of 1850 and
1901 and as to the validity of the rights they eclaim under
them for British shipping. Nor does there seem to them
to be any room for doubt that the provisions of the Panama
Canal act as to tolls conflict with the rights secured to
their shipping by the treaty. But they recognize that many
persons of note in the United States, whose opinions are
entitled to great weight, hold that the provisions of the
act do pot infringe the conventional obligations by which
the United States is bound, and under these circumstances
they desire to state their perfect readiness to submit the
question to arbitration if the Government of the United
States would prefer to take that course,

“% = = T ywish to add before closing this digpatch that
it is only with great reluctance that His Majesty’s Govern-
ment have felt bound to raise objections on the ground of
treaty rights to the provisions of the act. Animated by an
earnest desire to avold points which might in any way
prove embarrassing to the United States, His Majesty's
Government have confined their objections in the narrow-
est possible limits and have recognized in the fullest
manner the right of the United States to control the
eangl & & e
Can anyone complain of either the substance or tone of this

letter? It is a friendly and courteous presentation of a claim
by {::-ireat Britain under the treaty we sought and largely pre-
pared.

Even those who may not agree with the conclusions expressed
by Sir Edward Grey must admit that at least he has ground
for the views he expresses, and he presents them in a manner in
no way offensive. .

I must confess some impatience at the manner in which at
times this subject has been presented by the opponents of re-
peal.

The suggestion that any Senafor would surrender the rights
of the people of the United States to any country may be
effective when presented with highly colored rhetoric to the less
thoughtful of our citizens; but the-great body of our people
are too intelligent to become seriously disturbed by such state-
ments. I can see no oceasion for anyone to become excited un-
less he is n large stockholder in one of the corporations which
was expected to receive a subsidy. -
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The United States Government is really surrendering nothing
by the repeal.

The surrender is only made if we fail to make the corpora-
tions owning these vessels pay their just part of the expense of
the Panama Canal.

Their gain, through the subsidy now allowed, is the loss of all
the people.

DEMOCRATIC PLATFORM AGAINST SUBSIDIES.

Entirely independent of the provisions of the treaty hereto-
fore discussed, the vessels engaged in coastwise traffic should
pay tolls at the canal. We will not be frightened because a
few conflicting words were slipped into the Democratic plat-
form. The Democratic platform unqualifiedly condemns a sub-
sidy. The policy of the Democratic Party has been fixed for
years against ship subsidies. As this will be the consequence
of free passage of coastwise traflic through the eanal, the pro-
vigion in the Demoeratic platform with reference to coastwise
vessels should yield to the other provision against subsidies,
and the established policy of the party on this subject should
prevail. We must select between two conflicting provisions,
and may justly conclude that the provision freeing coastwise
vessels from paying tolls would not have been placed in the
platform if it had been understood that the canal would be
opened on a plan which would make such action a subsidy to
the corporations owning the coastwise vessels.

The canal belongs to all the people of the United States.
The money of all of the people constructed it, and all the people
must eontribute to pay the interest on the bonds issued for con-
struetion and the expenses of maintaining the eanal. It is con-
ceded that the interest on the investment, together with the
cost of operation and maintenance, will amount to more than
$20,000,000 each year. The rates fixed for tolls upon vessels is
based upon the theory that by the end of the present decade
the tolls will be meeting the interest upon the investment and
the expenses of operation. After that time they will furnish a
fund to begin paying off the debt and eventually leave the
canal owned by the United States with the debt paid. After
that time the United States will have the privilege of receiv-
ing a profit from the operation of the canal, or by reduced tolls
make almost nominal the charges for the passage of vessels
through the canal.

THE VALUE OF THE CANAL.

When the question is asked, Why did we build the ecanal, if
we were not to give special advantfage to our coastwise vessels?
The reply iz easy. The canal is a great measure of defense to
the United States and to the interests of onr people. It will
malke it practicable to consolidate the Navy of the United States
on the Pacific or the Atlantic Ocean. It will reduce the cost
of transportation. It will facilitate trade, not alone between
the coasts of the United States, but between the coasts of the
United States and all parts of America. It will contribute to
the growth of all of America outside of the United States by
the facilities it affords for ready communication from coast to
coast. It ean be made self-supporting, and finally a source of
profif, and yet bring all these benefits to the United States.

The rates of tolls are fixed at $1.20 per net ton. This is a
nautical phrase and comprises a mode of measurement of each
vessel. Vith the rate at $1.20 per net ton nautical measure-
ment the charge per cargo ton upon our coastwise trafiic will
be from 40 to 80 cents a ton. After paying this charge for pass-
ing through the canal, experts have pointed out that the owners
of these vessels will still savé from $2 to $3 per cargo ton in the
cost of transportation from the Atlantic to the Pacifie, besides
deriving a great benefit from ndded convenience nnd time saved.

The canal will thus contribute greatly to the opportunity for
coastwise traffic and lessen the expense of coastwise traffic,
even though the small charge of from 40 to 80 cents per cargo
ton is paid by the owners of the coastwise vessels for being ecar-
ried through the canal by the Government. It must be borne in
mind that in operating the canal it is necessary for officers of
tle United States to take charge of each vessel, and to carry it
through the canal with a crew and with power furnished by
the United States. All of this expense attaches to our Gov-
ernment each time a vessel is carried through the canal.

All of the people of the Unit=? States have made a great con-
tribution to the owners of the coastwise vessels by the con-
struction of the canal. Why should a further subsidy be given
to the owners of these vessels by relieving them of or returning
to them the 40 to 80 cents per cargo ton which otherwise they
would pay for having their vessels earried through the eanal?

It is said that as to all of our other waterways we permit
vessels to go through free. 'The Panama Canal stands in a elass
to itself. The United States has spent about 700 millions of
dollars upon all rivers and harbors and canals, outside of the
Panama Canal. The Papnama Canal alone will cost over

$400,000,000. The money spent in rivers and harbors seatters
so generally throughout the entire United States that it is
justly claimed all the people receive a benefit, and it would be
almost impossible to reach any system of charge.

The Panama Canal, in connection with coastwise traffic, is so
situated that the benefits which it will bring will be more pe-
culiarly local, and it will be easy to fix a just plan of charges.
Of course, in this I refer to the commercial traffic, not to the
benefit to the entire country from the use of the canal us a
mode of defense.

We permit foreign-owned vessels to use our harbors and our
rivers without charge. We differentinte the Panama Canal
from our rivers and harbors by charging tolls against all for-
eign-owned vessels and by charging all vessels owned by the
citizens of the United States engaged in foreign trade, so that
we clearly differentiate it from our ports and rivers.

ECONOMICALLY SOUND TO CHARGE COASTWISE VESSELS,

Why should not the owners of the vessels engaged in coast-
wise traffic bear also their part of the expense of constructing
and operating this enterprise? Our coastwise trade is limited
by law to vessels owned by citizens of the United States. For-
eign-owned or foreign-made vessels can not compete with them
for our coastwise traffic. They are already eujoying a great
degree of prosperity.

If a suggestion were made to pass a bill to carry the const-
wise traffic of the United States over the Panama Railroad
without charge, the public would resent if, and yet such a sug-
gestion does not differ greatly from what would be allowed
unless we pass the pending bill.

COASTWISE YESSELS ENJOY A MONOPOLY AND NEED NO GOVERNMENT AID.

A recent investigation by the House Committee on the Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries, together with the report of that
committee, goes fully into this subject. Referring to the
Atlantic and Gulf cousts, the report shows that on this leading
waterway of American commerce practically all the large regu-
lar steamship lines are either controlled by railroads or are sub-
sidiaries ¢. two large ship consolidations—the Eastern Steam-
ship Corporation or the Atlantie, Gulf & West Indies Steamship
Lines. The report shows that the railtoad-controlled lines com-
bincd with the lines of these two companies dc 93.9 per cent of
the total gross tonnage. The report furthermore points out
that very few of the principal routes of our entire Atlantic and
Gulf coasts are served by more than one regular steamship line,

The report shows clearly that the mode of operating the coast-
wise traffic of the Atlantic coast leaves no substantial competi-
tion between vessel owners. The same is shown to be true,
perhaps to a less extent, on the Pacific coast.

Much interesting information has been gathered in this report
with reference to the way in which the owners of vessels en-
saged in coastwise traffic avoid competition between themselves
aad take advantage of our legislation which excludes them from
competition with foreign-owned vessels or foreign-built vessels,

It is perfectly clear that the large corporations engaged in
this business are prosperous. They need no subsidy; they are
fully able to bear their part of the expense inecident to the con-
struction and operation of the Panama Canal. There is no
reason why all the people of the Unitc 1 States should pay taxes
to put money.into the treasuries of these corporations. Those
who insist that it is our canal, and we should have the right
to let our coastwise vessels go through free, forget that the
canal is ours and the money of all the people must pay for it,
while the dividends paid by the corporations owning the coast-
wise vessels are not ours, but go alone to the very small number
of men who own stock in them.

But it is claimed that the free pnssage of these vessels will
help commerce from coast to coast, and furnish competition
with the transcontinental railroads. If the coastwise vessels
will save from $2 to $3 a ton by the use of the canal, even
though they pay folls, this wounld seem to be a sufficient con-
tribution toward the coastwise trade, and it is hardly possible
that the transcontinental railroads will be able to compete with
them in the carriage of the class of goods suited to steamboat
transportation. Besides, the transcontinental railroads can be
regulated and their rates fixed by the Interstate Commerce
Commission.

The more I investigate this branch of the subject the less am
I impressed with the view that the public will receive benefit,
through less transcontinental transportation charges, as a re-
sult of giving to the corporations engaged in coastwise traffic
the part they should contribute towuard the expense and oper-
ation of the canal.

Experts who have studied the effect of the canal upon const-
wise trade show that little, if any, of the 40 to 80 cenfs per
cargo ton to be charged the coastwise vessels for going through
the canal would reach, if remitted, the ultimate consumer, but
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even if this were not true, the ultimate consumer of cargoes
carried by these vessels would make a very small part of the
people of our entire country, and it is difficult to justify a tax
upon all the people for the benefit of these few.

All of the people of the United States are interested in the
commerce with all of the countries of North and South America,
and the ultimate consumer of products is concerned with the
effect of the eanal upon our trade relations with the neighboring
countries.

An effort has been made to attract the interest of those zeal-
ous for a merchant marine, They should understand that ample
vessels are engnged in the coastwise trade, all flying the flag
of the United States,

We are short in vessels doing foreign business, where they
must compete with the vessels of the world, If a subsidy is to
be given to any vessels, it should be given to those engaged in
the foreign trade, which need help, not to those enga_ed in the
coastwise trade already protected from foreign competition, al-
ready rich and prosperous.

Mr. President, the bill before us, if adopted, only requires
the corporations owning vessels engaged in coastwise trade
of the United States to pay for having their vessels carried
through the canal, just as citizens of the Unifed States must
pay for their vessels when engaged in foreign trade and citizens
of other countries must pay for their vessels.

The bill earries a proviso that neither the passage of this act
nor anything therein contained shall be construed or held as
modifying or impairing or affecting any treaty or other right
possessed by the United States. The sovereign rights of the
Tnited States in the canal zone will be in no way affected.

We have been told that by voting for this bill we are sur-
rendering to British diplomacy. Let us remember the history
of British and American diplomacy with reference to the canal.

From no control, by diplomacy we advanced to entire con-
tro!, only eonceding equality of treatment to the subjects of
each country. Surely, the United States was not overreached
in these negotiations.

When we passed an act granting discriminations in favor of
citizens of the United States against subjects of Great Britain,
Great Britain ealled our attention to the treaty and asked for
equality of treatment. And added further that as many able
men in the United States seemed to doubt that the subjects of
Great Britain are entitled to equality of treatment in the use
of the canal, Great Britain is ready to submit the construction of
this part of the treaty to arbitration. Sir Edward Grey does
not suggest The Hague. He suggests arbitration broadly.

In my opinion if two judges of our Supreme Court and two
judges of English courts passed upon the subject the probabili-
ties all are that the unanimous verdict would be under the
{reaty that eitizens of Great Britain and citizens of the United
States are to receive equal treatment.

The question of the sovereignty of the United States over the
Canal Zone is in no way invelved. With complete sovereignty
and without a treaty obligation, according to the fixed policy
heretofore of the United States, there should be no discrimina-
tion against the citizens of either country.

The construetion of the canal does rank among the world’s
wonders, but if in connection with its conmstruction we should
seck to violate the terms of a freaty made at out own instance,
we would subject our country to the just suspicion of all other
nations, and commit a colossal blunder.

Well might the President of the United States feel that for
this country to disregard its obligation of equality of treatment
to citizens of other countries passing thelr commerce through
the eanal would create a general distrust of the United States
and hinder him in dealing “with matters of even greater
delicacy.”

No ‘matter how serious the consequences, we should live up
to our treaties.

It is fortunate In the present instance that we can live up
to the fullest measure of this treaty and cause no loss to the
United States or her citizens. By every rule of sound diplomacy
and common sense we should extend the doctrine of eguality of
treatment to citizens of all countries at the canal, and we should
make the coastwise vessels pay their part of the expense of
building and operating the canal. By following in this instance
the tradition: * policy of the United States we will at the same
time show our regard for agreements, add to the prosperity of
our people at home and to the standing of our country among
the nations of the world.

The appendix is as follows:

[Senate Document No. 85, Fifty-seventh Congress, first sesslon.]
CrayroN-BuLwER TrEATY OF APRIL 19, 18350.

The Unpited States of .\merica and Her Britannic Majesty, being
desirous of consolidating the relations of amity which so happily sub-

sist between them, by setting forth and fixing in a convention thelpr
views and intentions with reference to any means of communication by
ghip canal which may be constructed between the Atlantic and Pacifie
Oceans by the way of the rlver 8an Juan de Nlearngua and either or
both of the lakes of Nicaragua or Managua, to any port or place on the
Pacific Ocean, the I'resident of the Unlted States has conferred full
powers on John M. Clayton, Secretary of Stale of the United States,
and Her Britannic Majesty on the Right Hon. 8ir Henry Lytton Bulwer,
a member of Her Majesty's most honorable Brivy council, knight com-
mander of the most honorable Order of the Bath and envoy extraordi-
nary and minister plenipotentiary of Ler Britanniec Majesty to the
Unitea States, for the aforesaid purpose; and the said plenipoten-
tiarles having exchanged their full powers, which w-re found to be in
proper form, have agreed to the following artieles:
k. o 9 of
“The Governments of the United States and Great Britain hereb

declare that neither the <ae nor the other will ever obtain or malntnh{
for itself any exclusive control over the gald ship canal; agreeing that
nelther will ever erect or maintaln any fortifications commanding the
same or in the vieinity thereof, or oceupy, or fortify, or colonize, or
assume, or exercise any dominion over Nicaragua, Costa lllca, the Mos-
quito Coast, or any part of Central America; nor will either make nsa
of any rotection which either affords or may afford, or any allinnece
which either has or may have to or with ng State or people, for the
purpose of erecting or maintaining any such fortifications, or of oec-
cupying, fortifying, or colonizing Nicaragua, Costa Rica, the Mosquito
Coast, or any part of Cratral America, or of assuming or exerclising
dominion over the same; nor will the United States or Great Britain
take advantage of any Sntimncy. or use any alliance, connection, or
influence that either mas possess with any State or Government throngh
whose territory the sald eanal may pass for the purpose of acquiring
or holding, directly or indirectly, for the citizens or subjects of Ege one,
any riE:hts or ndvsntnﬁ!as in regard to commerce or cavigation through
the sald canal which shall not offered on the same terms to the cld-
zens or subjects of the other.

* ARTICLE 2.

“ Vesscls of the United States or Great Britnin traversing the sald
canal shall, in ease of war between the contracting parties, be exempted
from blockade, detention, or capture by elther of the belligerents; and
this provision shall extend to such a distance from the two ends of the
sald canal as may hereafter be found expedient to establish,

*“ ARTICLE 3.

“In order to secure the construction of the said canal, the contract-
ing parties engage that if any such cinal shall be undertaken upon falr
and equitable terms by any parties baving the amhnnt{' of the local
government or governments through whose territory the same may
pass, then the persons cmployed In making the sald capal, and t Ir
goperty used or to be used for that object shall be protected from

¢ commencement of the =ald canal to its completion, by the Govern-
ments of the United States and Great Britain, from unjost detention,
conllscation, seizure, or any violence whatsoever.

“ITICLE 4.

"The contracting parties will use whatever influence thelv respectively
exercise with any State, States, or governments possessing or claim-
h.!f to possess any jurisdicton or right over the territory which the
sald canal shall traverse, or which shall be near the waters aPpiicable
thereto, in order to induce such States or governmcnis to facilitate
the construction of the sald canal by every means in thelr power. And
furthermore, the United States and Great Britain agree to use thelr
good offices, wherever or however it may be most expedient, In order to
prom[n-e the establishment of two free ports, one at each end of the sald
canal.

" ARTICLE B.

“The contracting garﬂcs forther engage that when the sald canal
sghall have been completed they will protect it from interruption, seiz-
ure, or unjust conflscation, and that they will guarantee the neutrality
thereof so that the said canal may forever be open and free and the
eapital Invested therein secure. — Nevertheless, the Governments of
the United States and Great Britain, in according their protection to
the construction of the sald canal and guaranteeing its neotrality and
security when completed, always understand that this tPr'm.ectlnu and

rantee are granted conditionally, and may be withdrawn by both

vernments or elther Covernment, If both Governments or either
Government should deem that the rsons or company undertaking
or managing the same adopt or establish such regulations concernin
the traftic thercupon as are contrary to the spirit and intention o
this convention, ecither by making unfalr discriminations in favor of
the commerce of one of the contracting parties over the commerce of
the other or by imposing oppressive exactions or unreasonable tolls
upon . the ngers, vessels, goods, wares, merctandise or other arti-
cPes. Neither party, however, shall witbdraw the aforesaid protection
and guarantes without Orst giving six months' notlce to the other.

“ARTICLE 6.

“The contracting parties In thls convention engage to invite every
Btate with which both or either have friendly intercourse to enter into
stipulations with them simllar to those which they bave entered Iufo
with each other, to the end that all other States may share In the honor
and advantage of having contributed to a work of such grneral Inferest
and Importance as the canal herein econtemplated. And the contracting
parties likewise eg that each shall enter Into treaty stipulations
with such of the Central Amerlean States as they may reem advisabie,
for the purpose of more effectually carrying out the great deslgn of this
comeutﬂm. nnmelir. that of constructing and meaintaining the said canal
as a ship communication between the two oceans for the benefit of man-
kind, on equal terms to all, and ‘'of protecting the same; and they also
agree that the good offices of either shall be employed. when requested
by the other, in siding and assisting the negotiation of such treaty stip-
ufations: and should any differences arise as to right or property over
the territory throngh which the sald canal shall pass between the States
or Governments of Central Amerlea, apnd such differepnces shonld in any
way impede or obstruct the execution of the said canal, the Governments
of the United States and Great Pritain will use their good offices to set-
tle guch differences In the manner best guited to promote the interests
of the sald eanal, and to strengthen the bonds of friendship and alliance
which exist between the contracting parties.

“ApTICLE T.

“ It being desirable that no time should be unnecessarily lost In com-
mencing and constructing the sald eanal, the Governments of the United
States and Great Dritain determine to give their support and encourage-
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ment to such persons or company as may first offer to commence the
same, with the necessary capital, the consent of the local authorities,
and on such principles as accord with tbe spirit and intention of this
convention ; and if amr persons or company should already have, with
any State through which the proposed ship canal may pass, a contract
for the construction of such a canal as that specified in this convention,
to the stipulations of which contract neitber of the contracting parties
in this convention bave any just cause to object, and the said persons
or company shall moreover have made preparations, and expended time,
money, and trouble, on the falth of such contract, it is hereby agreed
that such persons or company shall have a priority of claim over every
other person, persamns, or company to the protection of the Governments
of the United States and Great Eritain, and be allowed a year from the
date of the exchanee of the ratifications of this convention for conclud-
Ing their arrangements, and presenting evidence of sufficlent capital
gubscribed to accomplish the contemplated undertaking: it beir~ under-
stood that if, at the expiration of the aforesaid period, such persons or
company be not able to commence and carry out the proposed enterprise,
then the Governments of the United States and Great Britain shall be
free to afford their protection to any other &;rmns or company that
ghall be prepared to commence and proceed with the construction of the
canal In question.
“ARTICLE 8.

“The Governments of the United States and Great Britain having
not only desired. In entering Into this convention, to accomplish a par-
ticular objeet. but also to establish a general prinelple, they hereby
agree to extend their protection, by treaty stipulations, to any other
Eprnctlmble communications, whether by canal or railway, across the
sthmus which connects North and South Ameriea, and especlally to
the interoceanic communications, should the same prove to be prae-
ticable, whether by canal or railway, which are now proposed to be es-
tablished by the way of Tehuantepec or Panama, In granting, however,
their joint protection to any such eanals or railways as are by this ar-
ticle specified. it is always understood by the United States and Great
Britain that the parties constructing or owning the same shall impose
no other charges or conditions of traffic thereupon than the afore-
sald Governments. shall approve of ns just and equitable; and that
the same cunals or railways, being open to the citizens and subjects
of the United Btates and Great Britain on equal terms, shall also
be open on like terms to the citizens and subjects of every other State
which is willing to grant thereto such protection as the United States
and Great Britain engage to afford.

"ARTICLE 9.

“The ratifications of this convention shall be exchanged at Wash-
ington within six months from this day, or sooner If possible.
“In faith whereof we, the respective plenipotentiaries, have signed
this convention and have hereunto affixed our seals.
* Done at Washington the 10th day of April, A. D. 1850,
* JouN M. CLAYTON, L. B,
‘“HeNey LyrToN BULWER. [L.8.]7
HAY-PAUNCEFOTE TREATY.

The United States of America and His Majesty Edward VII, of the
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland, and of the British Do-
minfons beyond the seas, King, and Emperor of India, being desirous to
facilitnte the construction of a ship canal to conneet the Atlantie and
Paeific Oceans, by whatever route mn,g be econsidered expedient, and to
that end to remove any objection whic! mn; arise out of the convention
of the 10th April, 1850, commonly called the Clayton-Bulwer treaty, to
the construction of such canal under the auspices of the Government of
the United States, without lmpairing the ** general principle” of neu-
tralization established in article 8 of that convention, have for that
purpose appointed as their plenipotentiaries:

he President of the United States, John Hay, Secretary of State of
ihe United States of America;

And His Majesty Edward VII, of the United Kingdom of Great Britain
and Ireland, and of the British Dominions beyond the seas, King, and
Emperor of India, the Right Hon. Lord Pauncefote, G. C. B, G. C.
M. G., His Majesty's ambassador extraordinary and plenipotentiary to
the United States;

Who having communicated to each other their full powers, which
were found to be in due and proper form; have agreed upon the follow-
ing articles:

* ARTICLE 1.

“ The hiﬁh contracting parties agree that the Emsent treaty shall

supersede the aforementioned convention of the 19th April, 1850,

‘““ ARTICLE 2.

“1t is agreed that the canal may be constructed under the ausplices of
the Government of the United States either directly at its own cost,
or by gift or loan of money to Individuals or corporations, or through
gubscription to or purchase of stock or shares, and that, subject to the
provisions of the present treaty, the said Government shall have and
enjoy all the rights incident to such construction, as well as the exclu-
sive right of providing for the regolation and management of the eanal,

* ARTICLE 8.

*The United States adopts as the basis of the neutralization of such
ship eanal the foilowing rules, substantially as embodied in the conven-
tion of Constantluogle. slgned the 28th October, 1888, for the free navl-
gation of the Svez Capal, that is to say:

*“1. The canal shall be free and open to the vessels of commerce and
of war of all nations observing these rules on terms of entire equality,
s0 that there shall be no discrimination against any such nation or |
citizens or subjects In respect of the conditions or charges of traflie or
otIletIse. Such conditions and charges of trafic shall be just and
eguitable.

** 2, The canal shall never be blockaded, nor shall any right of war
be exercised nor any act of hostility be committed within {t. The United
States, however, shall be at liberty to maintain such milit police
along the canal as may be necessary to protect it against law ness
and disorder,

" B. Vessels of war of a belllgerent shall not revictual nor take any
gtores In the cannl except so far as may be strictly necessary, and the
transit of such vessels through the canal shall be effected with the least
possible delay in accordance with the regulations in force and with only
such Intermission as may result from the necessities of the service.

“ Prizes shall be In all respects subject to the same rules as vessels
of war of the belligerents,

* 4. No belligerent shall embark or disembark troops, munitions of
war, or warlike materials In the canal except in case of accidental
hindrance of the transit, and in such case the transit shall be resumed
with all possible dispateh,

“B. The provisions of this article shall apply to waters adjacent to
the canal within 3 marine miles of either end. Vessels of war of &
belligerent shall not remain in such waters longer than 24 hours at
any one time except in case of distress, and in suoch case shall depart
A8 soon As possible, but a vessel of war of one belligerent shall not
d:gart within 24 bours from the departure of a vessel of war of the
other belligerent.

“ 8. The plant, establishments, buildings, and all works necessary to
the construction, maintenance, and operation of the canal shall be
deemed to be part thercof for the purposes of this treaty, and in time
of war, as In time of peace, shall enjoy complete immunity from attack
or Injury by belligerents and from a calculated to impair their use-
fulness as part of the canal,

* ARTICLE 4.

“1t 18 agreed that no change of territorial sovereignty or of Interna-
tional relations of the country or countries traversed by the hefore-
mentioned canal shall affert the general prineiple of neutralization or
the obligation of the high contracting parties under the preseat treaty.

** ARTICLE 5.

“The present trent{ ghall be ratified by the President of the United
States, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate thereof, and
by His Britannic Maj + and the ratifications shall be exchanged at
vashington or at London at the earliest possible time within six
months from the date hereol.
“In faith whereof the respective plenipotentiaries have signed this
treng-oand bereunto affixed their seals,
19;1 ne in duplicate at Washington the 18th day of November, A, D,
.

“ Joman Hav. SEAL.]
“ PAUNCEFOTE, SEAL.] ™

Mr. THORNTON. Mr. President, if no other Senator desires
to address the Senate on this snbject at this time, I ask that
the unfinished business be temporarily laid aside in order that
the Agricultural appropriation bill may be taken up.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I should like to address the Sen-
ate upon this subjeet for about 20 minntes. My remarks will be
short; they will only bear on one particular matter; and if it
will not inconvenience the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Gore],
I would prefer not to have the unfinished business laid aside at
this time. However, if it will inconvenience him for me to pro-
ceed now, I can speak on some other day.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I am very anxious to press the
Agricultural appropriation bill, as the naval appropriation bill,
I believe, has come in, and the legislative appropriation bill will
soon be reported from the committee; but, as the Senator limits
his time to 20 or 30 minutes, of course I would not feel like
denying the Senate the pleasure of hearing him at this juncture.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I have no desire at this time to
enter upon an extended discussion of the subject which has been
so thoroughly discussed from time to time, but only to call
attention to one particular matter to which reference has been
had in almost all of the speeches which thus far have been
made, and that is to the Welland Canal—the terms of the Wel-
land Canal treaty—and the light a discussion of it may throw
upon the vital portions of the treaty which is up for construc-
tion. I am led to discuss this particular matter at this time,
particularly because the Senator who has just taken his seat
has referred to it.

The Welland Canal treaty in article 27 provides as follows:

The Government of Her DBritannle Majesty enga to upon the
Government of the Dominion of Canada to secure gsthe citizens of the
United States the use of the Welland, St. Lawrence, and ather canals
in the Dominion on terms of e?uuiity with the Inhabitants of the
Dominfon ; and the Government of the United Btates enfm that the
subjects of Her Britaonic Majesty shall enjoy the use o e St, Clair
Flats Canal on terms of equality with the fnhabitnms of the United
States, and further enﬁn%es to unrge upon the State governments to
secure to the subjects o er Britannle Majesty the use of the several
State canals connected with the navigation of the lakes or rivers trav-
ersed by or contiguous to the boundary line between the possessions of
the high contracting parties on terms of eguality with the inhabitants
of the United States.

It will be observed at once how plain and distinet, how spe-
cific the language of article 27 is with reference to insuring
equality of treatment and eguality of use between the inhabit-
ants of the respective countries. There seems to be really no
room for construction; and it has always been somewhat a
matter of surprise to me that Hay and Pauncefote, having this
treaty before them and, of course, both being familiar with it,
if they designed to accomplish beyond question and in unmis-
takable terms the same equality of treatment in connection with
the Panama Canal, did not use the langnage which was used
bere, because there can be no possible room for construction
when you come to analyze its langunage. It says “on terms of
equality with the inhabitants of the Dominion ™ and *“ on terms
of equality with the Inhabitants of the United States.” It
wonld seem to leave no room for a fair difference of opinion.
The language is quite different from the general terms or lan-
guoage used in the Hay-Pauncefote treaty.

If we had in the Hay-Pauncefote treaty the provision of this
article, that the Panama Canal should be open upon terms of
equality to the inhabitants of the United States and to the
inhabitants of Great Britain, naming the two countries, we
would unquestionably not be liere discussing this subject matter,
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It is an entirely different proposilion to have a provision in a
treaty which provides for the free and equal use fo all nations
observing certain rules, which certain rules are incapable of
observance by one of the signatory powers, as we claim, and
providing specifically that it should be free and open to the
inhabitants of the respective countries, and naming the coun-
tries.

It was not that particular phase of it, however, to which I
wias going to eall attention. It was (o the construction which
Great DBritain placed upon the language of the Welland Canal
treaty, and which Great Britain still continues to place upon the
langunge of the Welland Canal treaty. 'The Welland Canal
treaty or the treaty of 1871, neither in its language nor in the
construction which the British Government placed upon it,
can offer any comfort to those advoeating repeal. The language
is infinitely more specific than the language of the Hay-Paunce-
fote treaty, and yet the Dritish Governinent contended and now
conlends that she had a right under it to discriminate in favor
of her own trade and commerce.

The Senator frem New York [Mr. Rootr], when discussing
this subject upon the 218t day of January, 1013, in the speech
which has since become famous in (his discussion, affer reading
Mr. Cleveland’s message under date of August 23, 1888, said:

Upon the representations of the Uniled States embodying that view,
Canada retired from the position which she had taken, rescinded the
provision for differential tolls, and g\ut American trade going to Ameri-
can markets on the same basis of tolls as Canadian trade gaing to
Canadian markets. She did not base her action upon any idea that
there was np competition between trade to American ports and trade Lo
Canadian ports, but she recognized the law of equality in good faith
and honor; and to this day that law is being accorded to us and by
cach great nation to the other.

As a matter of fact, historically speaking, England and Canada
did not yield upon the deliverance of the message of President
Cleveland. It was not upon the oceasion of the matter being
thus called to the attention of England and Canada that they
finally conceded the positlon which we now claim is the right
position. The British Government never recognized, and has
not until this hour recognized, the law of equality in good faith
and honor with reference to that canal treaty. I call attention
also to the language of 8ir dward Grey, whicl is quite similar
in its import to the language used by the Senator from New
York in regard to this samne subject matter:

Your excellency will no doubt remember how strenuously the United
Statcs protested, as a violation of egual rights, against a system which
Canada bad introduced of a rebate of a large portion of the tolls on
certain freight on the Welland Canal, provided that such freight was
taken as far as Montreal, and how, in the face of that proteat, the sys-
tem was abondoned.

The inference fairly to be drawn from hoth of those statements
ig that upon the filing of the protest Great Britain and Canada,
geeing the error of their construction of the treaty, yiclded their
position and, as a matter of equity nnd as a matter of national
honor, conceded the position which we had taken wilh regard
to it. But such is not true, and no such inference ean be drawn
from the real facts,

What are the real facts in regard to the matlier? In the first
place, Mr. Cleveland delivered his message on the 23d day of
August, 1888, in which he said:

Iy article 27 of the treaty of 1871 provision was made to secure to
ihe cilizens of the United States the usc of the Welland, 8t, Lawrcnee,
and other canals in the Dominion of Caunada on terms of equality with
the inhabitants of the Dominion, and to also secure to the subjects of
Great Dritain the use of the St. Clair Wlats Canal on terms of equality
with the Inhabitants of the United States, .

The eqnalil?- with the inhabitants of the Dominion which we were
;;romiﬂed in the use of the eanals of Canada did not secure to us free-
dom from tolls in their navigation, but we had a right to expect that
we, being Americans and interested in American commerce, would be
no more Lurdened In regard to the same than Canadians engaged in
their own trade; and the whole a?lrlt of the concession made was, or
ghould have been, that merchandise and property transported to an
American market through these canala should not Le enbanced in its
cost by tolls many times higher than such as were carried to an ad-
jolning Canadian market. All our citizeng, producers and consumers
us well as vessel owners, were to enjoy the equality promised,

And ﬁﬂ evidence has for some time been before the Congress, fur-
nizhed the Secretary of the Treasury, showing that while the tolls
charged in the first instance are the same to all, such vesseéls and car-
goes as are destined to cerlain Canndian ports—

Their coastwise trade—
are allowed a refund of nearly the entire tolls, while those bound for
Awmerican porte are not allowed any such advantage.

1o promise equality and then in practice make it conditional upon
our vessels doing Canadlan business instead of their own, is to fulfill
a promise with the shadow of performance.

Nothing was done duoring Mr. Cleveland's administration on
the part of Cannda and Great Britain, and no consideration,
furtber than the mere promise upon their part to consider it,
was ever given to this message which was supposed to have
brought about the change. The matter remained precisely the
same, Great Britain contending all the time that the plain lan-
gunge of the treaty to which I have called attention was not

being violated. When Mr. Harrison came into the presidency
he again called attention to the plain ferms of the treaty, and
again there was no response on the part of Canada or Great
Britain in the matter of yielding the construction for which
we confended. Finally the United States passed wlhat is known
as the retaliatory statute, through and by means of which we
imposed certain charges upon lher vessels passing through our
candls, and in that way retaliated for the charges which Can-
ada was making., Never until that retaliatory statute was
passed—and it became a matter of pecuniary concern and pro-
tection to her own commerce—did she yield upon the proposi-
tion, and not then as to the construction of the ireaty.

When they finally yielded upon this proposition they said—
and this now remains upon the files ag part of the archives of
the State Department :

Lvery obligation of the treaty has been fully and unrescrvedly meck.

The contention that they were not justified in adopting the
folls rebate was met by the proposition that they were entitled
to do so under the terms of the treaty. They further say:

The difference of opinion which exists as to the treaty rights of
Ehtrie St AN chunteyin BaTh{otng s o Wicns Bromeeds i
5 ;Jlsrogurd of solemn obl g-ationg.n e ME.OTIURIENE, DCUCretl iR

Now, place the language of the (reaty of 1871, article 27,
alongside the language of the treaty of 1901, article 3, rule 1,
and then take the British construction and her final protest and
it will be seen that under that specific language she. elaimed
for herself the right of diserimination, while now, under lan-
guage, to say the least, far more general, far more favorable
to the United States she contends against discrimination.

Why did Canada yield upon this proposition? Certainly
as a matter of business, to protect her commerce, leaving upon
file with the Secretary of State ithe asseveration that her
construction of the trealy was right and is right; and that
contention stands upon the part of Great Britain and Canada
to-day. In the face of the claim that we are construing this
language of the Hay-Pauncefote ireaty unfairly, we have the
declaration upon the part of Great Britain, now on file and
not withdrawn, that the plain, unmistakable language of the
Welland treaty was correctly construed in a way which enabled
her to favor her coastwise traflic.

I simply desire to put in the. Reconp the facts, because the
construction of the Welland Canal trealy, if it is to be re-
ceived at all, must be received as a construction unfavorable
to the contention which Greaf Britain at this time is anaking.

Mr. HUGHES, Mr. I'vesident, will the Senafor yield for a
question?

Mr. BORAH. Ceriainly.

Mr. HUGHES. I understood the Senator to say that Canada
attempted to favor her coastwise traffic. My understanding of
her position in the matter was that she. favored any traffic
going to a ceriain port. Is that correct, or not?

Mr. BORAIL = My understanding is that Canada charged the
same toll for all traffic, and then rebated to her——-

Mr. HUGHES. And then rebated, not to her people, but to
anybody that earried the {raffic fo a certain port?

Mr. BORAIL. To a Canadian port.

Mr. HUGHES. To a certain port, regardless of whose trafiie
it was?

Mr. BORAH., Exactly; but there was a rebale when the
vessel was carrying commerce to her ports.

Mr. HUGHES. To certain of Ler ports?

Mr. BORAH. Any ports. T

Mr, HUGHES. And that rebate was given to any vessel that
carried if, as I understand. I ask for information.

Mr. BORAH. ‘T'hat is not my understanding,

Mr. HUGHES. That any vessel, whether a Canadinn vessel
or American vessel or olher vessel, that carried commerce. to
this port received the same {reatment. In other words, it was
an attempt to discriminate in favor of a port, and not an at-
temipi to discriminate in favor of the commerce, as I undet-
gtand—her own commerce or anybody else's.

Mr. BORAIL. No; I do not so understand it.

Mr. HUGHES. That is my understanding from every slate-
ment that T have heard made here, and I wanted fo get it
cleared up if I could.

Mr. BORAH. 1 have a different understanding, but 1 may be
in error about it.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I think it was certain ports.

AMr. THOMAS, Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Idaho yield
to the Senator from Colorado?

Mr. BORAIL T yield.

Mr, THOMAS. I wish to inguire of the Senator whether the

threat of retaliatory legislation was not made, and {o some ex-
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tent carried inte effect, before Great Britain ylelded her posi-
tion as a matter of practice, and gave the actual operation of the
treaty the construction that was centended for by our Govern-
ment?

Mr. BORAH. That is correct. On June 20, 1892, President
Harrison sent a message to Congress stating that nothing had
been done by Canada in respense to our request in comnnection
with the treaty, and recommending legislation. An act was
passed July 26, 1892, allowing tolls to be placed uwpon Canadian
commerce passing through the American canal at the Seo. A
proclamation was issped by the President August 20, 1892, fixing
the tolls. By Caunadian order in council, issued February 13,
1803, the tolls were removed from American traffic; and on
Februnary 21, 1893, our order fixing tolls on Canadian traffic was
suspended. It is plainly to be seen that the only thing that
brought abont the settlement was the retaliatory legislation.

Myr. HUGHES. Mr. President, will the Senator yield again?

Mr. BORAH. I will

Mr. HUGHES. Is it not trve that there is a great dispropor-
tion of favors in any comparison between Ameriean and Cana-
dian traffie? Does the Senator think we are in any shape to
retalinte against a nation which has sp little traffic, as com-
pared with our own traflic, both being affected?

Mr. BORAH. I do not understand that there is a great
difference.

Mr. HUGHES. I understand that there is a tremendous dis-
proportion between the amount of Canadian ftraffic going
through these canals and the amount of our own traffic.

Mr. BORAH. I will say to the Senator from New Jersey
that if he will examine the records in regard to this matter
and the correspondence and the negotiations which followed the
passage of this retaliatory legislation, I am satisfied that he
will arrive at the conclusion that the concession came as a

_resnlt of the legislation, and that when Canada receded the

United States suspended the operation of the statute which had
been passed for the purpose of enforeing the retaliation.

I will conclude by putting in the Recorp, in order that it be
there for purposes of comparison, the provision of the treaty
which we are now asked to construe. I have read the provision
from the Welland Canal treaty. The portion to which I wish
to call attention, of article 3 of the Hay-Pauncefote treaty, is as
follows:

The ecanal shall be free and open to the vessels of commerce and
war of all nations observing these rules on terms of entire equality, so
that there shall be no discrimination against any such na'r.leni or its

citizens or subjects, in respect of the conditiens or- o
or etherwise. Such conditions and charges of traffic shall be just and

equitable.

Mr. WILLIARMS. Mr. President, in some respects I am
afraid the argument of the Senator from Idaho [Mr. BoraH]
is an illustration of the truth of the old couplet from Samuel
Butler’'s Hudibrns concerning people who— F X

Compound f{or sins they are inclined to,
By damning those they have mo mind to.

After denonuncing ithe bad faith of Canada, the Senator
insinuates that as an argument for our making a like inter-
pretation based on the bare letter of a treaty in our own favor.
It is troe he says that the language of the Welland Canal
treaty was much more specific and unmistakable than the
language of the Hay-Pauncefote treaty. In that, however, he
is mistaken again, because the Hay-Pauncefote treaty brings
forward article 8 of the Clayton-Bulwer treaty and by reference
makes it a part of the Hay-Pauncefote treaty; and the language
of the Clayton-Bulwer treaty in article 8 is even more specifie
than the langnage of the Welland Canal treaty.

The Welland Canal treaty uses the language “ inhabitants of
Canada and of the United States” Article 8 of the Clayton-
Bulwer treaty, brought forward by reference and made a part
of the Hay-Pauncefote treaty as much as if literally repeated,
uses the language “the subjects of Great Britain and the
citizens of the United States,” and demand equal treatment of
both by forbidding discrimination, It could not be any more
specifie, !

As to the trouble we had with Canada about the Welland
Canal treaty, the Senator from Idaho Is historically accurate
in every statement he has made. We took the position at that
time that Canada was interpreting a treaty in a totally un-
justifiable way for the purpose of making a diserimination In
favor of her own eommerce as against American commerce.
While she and Great Britain did not admit that that was the
case, the final upshot of the whole thing—after diplomacy,
threats, retaliatory legislntion, and all—was that Oanada with-
drew from an untenable position—it makes no difference why it
was untenable—and the two nations fixed a modus vivendl
whereby each extended to the other freedom from tolls. !

Mr. President, Canada's attempted bad faith, keeping of an
agreement, the letter which kills and violating the spirit which
saves, can not possibly be an argument in connection with this
matter, unless, indeed, it be an argument against our imitating
her example by waiting for retaliatory measures before vol-
untarily undoing our own wrong. My interpretation of the
Welland Canal treaty, if I had been called upon to give one at
the time, the interpretation of the treaty by the American Gov-
ernment, the interpretation of its terms by the Senator from
Idaho, all tend to the conclusion that Canada was acting in bad
faith and was trying to evade the provisions of the treaty—
keeping it to the eye and violating it to the faith. In other
words, she was complying literally with the treaty, complying
with the letter of the treaty, and violating its spirit. In yet
other words, she was not making a discrimination against
American vessels and vessel owners, and therefore sghe con-
tended that a rebate upon freight carried to a Canadian port
was not a violation of the letter of the treaty, although it was
a discrimination against American ports, and therefore againsg
commerce; and, therefore, as Cleveland said, fulfilling a sol-
emn promise by a shadow of performance, She was doing just
what is somght to have us do here.

‘We have done by legislation a certain thing that is not a vio-
lation of -the letter of this Hay-Pauncefote treaty, according to
my interpretation of it; but when we go back and examine the
res geste, if I may use that phrase, by analogy we find out that
the minds of the American diplomats and the minds of the
British diplomats came to a common understanding, and that
common understanding we are now asked to wviolate. That
common understanding i8 vouched for by White, vouched for by
Choate, vouched for by Lansdowne, vouched for by Hay in a
communication sent and read to the Senate and in conversa-
tion with Senator LobceE—vouched for by everybody who then
represented us—and that understanding is the interpretation
now contended for by Great Britain. A majority of the Sena-
tors whe voted upon this question two years ago did not know
all this contemporaneous correspondence—this res gestm., I, for
one, did not.

Mr. President, if I through my agent and you through your
agent effect a contract with one another, and if those agents
have an understanding—an admitted coming together of minds—
as to what the contract means, even though it be awkwardly,
or doubtfully worded, and if that understanding is communi-
cated to you as one principal and communicated to me as an-
other principal, and we accept the contract as written with the
understanding of its meaning thus held by both agents at the
time, and thus communicated to both principals, then 1 under-
stand that either you or I might go into a court subsequently,
and might say, “ This contract is susceptible of a different inter-
pretation. I cheose to give it that interpretation. I stand upon
the letter right in the case.” T can understand that, but I can
not understand how any man in the world would ever have any,
confidence in whichever one of us did it. If you had done that,
I never would enter into another contract with you where any-
thing was left to your honor or where anything was left to your
observance of good faith, independently of the very letter of the
contract, enforceable in the courts of law. I would go further;
and fearing, even in such a case, that you might dispute, if you
eould, I would provide that you should pay damages and attor-
neys’” fees In case of litigation, so much would I distrust you.
Moreover, from my justified distrust, all your other neighbors
would learn to distrust you and thereafter to treat you accord-
ingly.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President—— {

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Mississippi
yield to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I do. .

Mr. BORAH. Did 1 understand the Senator to take the posi-
tion that the agents negotiating the treaty could communicate
to one another their views of what the treaty was, and that
their views would govern rather than the language of the
treaty?

Mr. WILLIAMS. No, no. I did not say that, nor did I say
anything upon that subject; but what T said and will say now
is this: Where there is room for misunderstanding concerning
a treaty, it is perfectly permissible to take up the letters ex-
changed between the diplomats, the foreign office in Great Brit-
ain and the Secretary of State here, and the diplomats who were
representing them and their communications to each other and
to their respective principals, as things shedding light upon the
real understanding, the real thing intended to be agread to—the
real coming together of minds contemporaneous with the event.
I say that White and Choate and Lansdowne and all of them

‘have agreed that what this treaty was meant to do was to bring

about an equality of treatment between British subjects and




8442

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE:

“MAY 12,

Aumumn citizens and British ships and American and other
ships, and that that was their understanding of what the lan-
gunge used meant, and that Seeretary Hay, in n communication
which was read to the Senate, put the Senafe as well upon
nofice of it.

Mr. BORAH. ‘Mr. Pr asident, I did not think I was mistaken
as to what the Senator said. The Senator contends that by rea-
son of the understanding which Hay and White and Lansdowne
and Innes and a few others had this treaty should be construed
in the light of their understanding?
~ Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes; where doubt exists. Where no doubt
exists from the langunage, of course that is different.

Mr. BORAH. But suppose I have no doubt about it. Sup-
pose 1 entertain no doubt about it. I am not bound to accept
their view of if, then?
© Mr. WILLIAMS. Of course, if the Senafor entcrtams no
doubt about it, and if he thinks the language of the treaty is
such that no doubt can be entertained, the Senator voles lere
in the Senate upon his honor and upon his respensibility to his
own sense of intellectual integrity, and nobody would have the
slightest right in the world to criticize him, It would seem
queer Lo assert, however, that language concerning the meaning
of which all of us are debating can be a subject of no doubt as
to the proper interpretation. That is not the point, however.

_ Mr, REED. Mr. President—

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Mississippi
yield to the Senator from Missouri? ’

. Mr. WILLIAMS. In a moment. I am talking about what
the treaty meant to those who made it at the time it was con-
cluded; and I have just called attention to the fact that a cer-
tain interpretation of the language which our free-tolls law
violates is reenforced by the fact that it was so understood and
admitted by all the. participating parties at the time, and
further reenforced by the fact that article 8 of the Claylon-
Bulwer treaty is brought forward by reference and incorporated
as a part of the Hay-Pauncefote treaty, and that the language
of article 8 is specific and indubitable,

I now yield to the Senator from Missouri.

. Mr. REED. Mr. President, if the position of the Senator is
correct, that in construing treutlea we must take into considera-
tion the understanding of the negotiators, as evidenced by the
correspondence between them, does it not follow that the Senate
never should approve any treaty until it has examined the cor-
respondence and has found from the corresllomlence what the
real treaty is?

. Mr. WILLIAMS, Mr, President, what I said, I thought, was
plain enough—that where there was a doubt, or where language
used by the contracting parties was subject to a double con-
struection, it was permisgible, in order to find ont what the real
coming together of minds was, as intended by the language, to
consider the diplomatic negotiations and the lelters of our
Secretary of State and the letters of the head of ihe British
foreign office in the archives in our State Department relating fo
the negotiation itself, and especially such as discusses the mean-
ing of the debated language itself. Of course that does not apply
where the languange is so plain that there is no doubt of its
meaning as written, whether it was written by mistake or not;
but where a double construction is possible that rule of inter-
pretation does apply. Dy the way, the Senate has the right al-
ways fo call for all the diplomatic correspondence leading up to
the completion of a treaty, and if it does not do so and any mis-
understanding or mistake is entailed by the omission to do s0
it is its own fault.

Mr. REED, Mr. President, if the Senator will permit me
further, I do not know how that rule could be safely applied.
A treaty is submitted here to the Senate. A Senator upon the
floor reads the language and arrives at a conclusion ag fo ils
meaning.. He has no doubt as to his conclusion, because he
deals alone with the language before him.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yielded for a question.
be kept upon the floor,

Mr. REED. He leans alone upon the language before him,
Now, if every time a doubt thereafter arises we are to setlle
it by the correspondence which the Senator I am using in the
illustration never saw, does it not follow that the only safe
thing to do is for everybody to read all the correspondence?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Why, of course that is a good rule. If
you can get it—and you always can where you have any
doubt—very well. In this particular case, however, our Sec-
retary of State sent the information to the Senate upon an
inquiry directed to him and the Senate. got if, and those. Sen-
ators who chose. to listen heard it read in. executive session;
and there is no pretense that the Senate. was ignorant of just
gga:y the Secretary of State, Mr Hay, thought was meant by the

aty.

1 do not care to

Now, of course if the Senafor and I would enter info n
wriften contract and expressed something which neither one
of us intended to express and expressed it so plainly it could
not be denied, that is another proposition; but wherover there
is a doubi patent upon the face of the record that doubt can be
seltled only by appealing to the understanding of time. That
is a familiar rule of construction even in constitutional ques-
tions, The Supreme Court several times bas resorted to it
Where some phrase of the Constitution was capable of a doubt-
ful construction the Supreme Court has gone back to the con-
temporaneous debates of the time in the constitutional con-
vention and the State conventions, where was discnssed the
particular point at issue. in order to determine what the men

‘who used the debated language meant by it.

. Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Mr, Presideni——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senntor from Mississippi
yield to the Senator from Wyoming?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield.

- Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Following the line of thought which
the- Senator last expressed, the Senate was a party to this
treaty. Would the Senator follow it so far as to say that the
onderslanding of Senators when they voted upon the frealy
shou'd also be taken into consideration in delermining what
the treaty meant?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes; I would. The undersianding of ail
parties at the time ought fo be taken into conslderation, and
the. understanding of each in proportion to his opportunity fo
know and his intimacy with the negotiation and his participa-
tion in it given due weight.

Mr, OLARK of Wyoming. Of course, the. understanding of
some Members of the Senate does nof bear out the understand-
ing which seems to have been developed in the Senafor's mind
by the correspondence to which he refers.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Of course, wherever you come fo gxamine
the res geste, as I called it by analogy ; and you honestly draw
cne inference from it and I another. That raises a different
question. i

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. It is not an infercnce; il is a fact.

Mr, WILLIAMS. It isnof a fact at all. It is an inference,
after all, as to what the meaning of the language is and what
the understanding was. I draw from it the thought that we
agreed at that time- to abide by the language of article 8§ of
the Clayton-Bulwer treaty; and that that langnage has none
of the ambiguity in it which the expressed language of this
treaty would have had without referring to it, because article
S says that there shall be no diserimination between * the snb-
jects of Great Brifain and the citizens of the United States.”

Mr. BRANDEGEE. My, President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Marrine of New Jersey in
the chair). Will the-8enator from Missigsippt yield to the Sen-
ator from Connecticut?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes..

Mr. BRANDEGEE; 1In view of what the Senalor from Mis-

sissippi has said about the treaty as to the-Welland Canal an:d
the attempted evasion of. it, although keeping the leiter of the
treaty—evading the intent—what would the Senator say about
the proposition that has been stated, at least informally, sey-
eral times that, while-we-might not have the right to exemn:t
from tolls a coastwise vessel of the. United States passing
through the canal, we might have-the right to pay as a subsidy
to that vessel at stated periods the amount of the tolls which it
had paid fo the. Government for passage?
- Mr. WILLIAMS. I am glad the Senator mentioned fhat. I
believe that, if done with the intent and with the effect of reliey-
ing our vessels and our commerce from the. tolls paid by others,
would be a mere evasion, o violation by indirection; and thnt
would meet my approval no -more-than a violation by dirvection.
In that connection I want to say that during the. course.of this
argument it has been said that. many of the countries of Eurona
now make qppwprial.imls out of their treasuries to pay .the
tolls for the:ships passing through the Suez Canal, and that we
may laok forward to their doing something of that kind in con-
nection with the tolls of the ships passing through the Panama
€anpl. If they do, they will be attempiing fo evade and, by
indirection, to violate our rules for the management of {he canal
under this treaty, and they will be showing bad faith {o us as
nonobservers of the spirit and intent of those rules made in
accordance with the requirements of the.treaty. If they do
that, it will be time enough for us to handle the guestion when
they do it; and whenever that difficulty shall present itself to
the- Congress of the United States, I think there will be no
doubt about: our handling it _sufliciently. A sufficient way to
handle it would be to-add to the folls paid by any ship the
amount contributed to it by its Government in payment or re-
payment of tolls.
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Mr. BORATL. Mr. President——

Mr. WILLIAMS., And in that way we would restore the
equality of treatment of all, so that no foreign power could
destroy our right and our treaty obligation to prevent discrimi-
nation in the use of the eanal in favor of any.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Will the Senator from Mississippi
yield to the Senutor from Idaho?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes.

Mr, BORAH. What obligation has Italy or Germany or
any of those nations not to return the tolls which their ships
pay in the way of rebate or a refund?

Mr. WILLIAMS. They have no treaty obligation at all;
but when they pass through that canal which we have been
given the right to construct under certain conditions by
Panama, under which we have agreed and they promised to
observe our rules for the use of the canal, as a condition of its
use by them they become a party consenting to our rules and
bound in good faith by them as much as if they had formally
agreed to abide by whatever we did in connection with it. They
know that it is our object and our duty under the treaty, sub-
jeet to which our rules are made, to treat the commerce of all
countries equally and without discrimination, and if they at-
tempt by legislation of their own to destroy that equaiity of
treatment and equality of benefit so far as their own vessels
are concerned, then we will have the right, although they are
not parties to the treaty, to restore the equality by muking the
tolls amount to the ordinnry tolls plus whatever any Govern-
ment appropriates to its vessels, with hope of special and ex-
ceptional benefit and with intent to secure it in violation of our
treaty obligation both t6 Panama and to Great Britain. I think
I may go further and say that we would have the right. if
that was the only way to secure equality of treatment to *all
nations,” to cut off from the use of the canal any nation refus-
ing to “observe” in letter and substantially in praetical effect
and spirit the rules laid down by us, chief of which always is
the rule of equal use for all and special or diseriminating benefit
to none.

Mr. BORAH. Neither England signing the treaty nor any
other Gonvernment is under any cobligation to treat the United
States fairly in this matter at all. This is a unilateral contract.
so far as the question of equal treatment is concerned. England
conld go to work and build a canal across another portion of the
Isthmus to-day and charge the United States all she might see
fit to charge. There is no obligation upon her part to treat
the commerce of the United States with equality, and she
promises nothing—she is free; we are bound.

Mr. WILLIAMS, If she built another canal? Yes; in that
event.

Mr. BORAH. Certainly.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Dut there is a contract as to this canal
and an obligation on her part to help us when we treat the
commerce of the worid equally, and there is an obligation,
although not a treaty obligation, upon every nation which uses
that eanal to use it in good faith. “ observing” our rules.

Mr. BORAH. Exactly. Now we are dealing with the treaty
before us, and there is nothing in the treaty—no language, no
phrase—which would obligate England or any other nation not
to refund her tolls or treat us fairly in that respect.

Mr. WILLIAMS. To do what?

Mr. BORAH. To treat us with fairness, equality, and so
forth. They can refund every dollar of the tolls which their
ships pay.

Mr., WILLIAMS. And if they do, we can increase the amount
of tolls so ns to restore the equality.

Mr. BORAH. We can not do it under the terms of the treaty.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I contend that we can and ought. That
brings me to another matter before I take my seat. This is not
a unilateral contract, as the Senator from Idaho calls it, but it
is a trilateral contract, to say the very least of it. We took the
very strip of land in Panama by treaty as a conditional grant
from Panama, and we can not morally and in good faith use it,
and we have no title to it, except subject to the conditions of
the grant, and the Panam: treaty with us made the Hay-
Pauncefote treaty a part of itself.

Mr. BORAH. But not a consideration, which affects the title.

Mr. WILLIAMS. But, yes. It goes to the very root and
initiative of our title. So the trilateral contract exists between
Great Britain, Panama, and the United States. It is true that
Great Britain is not in any way respousible for the man:ge-
ment of the canal, because she has no part or parcel in its man-
agement, but she is bound by the terms of the treaty. So is
Panama. So are we.

Mr. SUTHERLAXND. Before the Senator from Mississippi
takes his seat, do I understand it to be the position of the Sen-
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ator from Mississippi that under the Hny-Pauncefote treaty, if
Germany or France or England paid a subsidy to its ships of
commerce equivalent to the tolls which were exacted by the
United States, that would be a violation of the treaty?

Mr, W_LLIAMS. Of co.rse, it would not be a violation on
their part of the treaty if they were not parties to it. No party
can violate a treaty who is not a party to it. But it might
under certain cirenmstances be a violation of the treaty on our
part to submit and consent to their act.

Now, what is done in the Suez Canal situation? We will get
things down to the real point. The Austrian Government, for ex-
armple, maizes an appropriation to pay its ships what they have
paid as tolls in the Suez Canal. If any country does that as
to the anama Canal, then we, under our treaty witl Great
Britain, are compelled, or it is our duty, as 1 see it, not only
to our own people and to our own commerce but a duty to Great
Britain and her commerce under*the treaty, to restore the real
equality by making the tolls such that a discrimination thus
caused shall not continue, and the only way we can do that is
by adding to the tolls in a case like that just what Austria pays
¢ agrees by law to repay to her ships.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. But the Senator's position would be,
nevertheless, that Germany or France would be perfectly at
liberty to give these subsidies, while the United States, if it
undertook to give a subsidy to its own ships equivalent to the
amount of tolls, would be violating the treaty. :

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr, President, the Senator has gone back
to his original language. Of course I must take his statement
upon that ground. There is nothing in this treaty that prevents
the United States or anybolly else from passing a law to give a
ship subsidy; in other words, a general ship subsidy. But I
wis talking about a special cnse, where they remitted the canal
tolls. That is the contention suggested by the Senator from
Connecticut [Mr. Branpecer], with which he did not agree,
When you come to the question whether there is anything in
the treaty to keep Austrian or Italy or Great Britain or the
United States themselves, even, or any nation, from passing a
ship-subsidy law, of course there is not.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. But what I am asking the Senator now
is whether, in his opinion, it would be a vieolation of the treaty
upon the part of the United States if the United States granted
a subsidy equivalent in amount to the amount of toll that these
American ships paid ?

Mr. WILLIAMS. With the intention and with the effact of
giving free passage to our ships, or a part of them? The Sen-
ator means that?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Well, the Senator puts it that way.

Mr. WILLIAMS. That undoubtedly would be an evasion, in
my opinion, of the spirit of the treaty, and an indirect viola-
tion of it as reprehensible as any direct violation.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Then the United States has tled its
hands in such a way that it can not encourage its merchant
marine so far as that would be an encouragement, while it has
left every other nation in the world free to encourage its mer-
chant marine hereafter,

Mr. WILLIAMS, If the Senator means that the TUnited
States has tied its hands so that it can not encourage iis mer-
chant marine, it has tied its hands only against subsidizing its
ships in a specified way—that is, by remission of canal tolls, or
what is in spirit the same thing—repayment of them. Just that
far, too, and no farther, have we the right, as the manager and
owner of this canal, to “tie the hands” of any other nation.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Every other nation can.

Mr. WILLIAMS. It can subsidize its merchant marine and
build it up in any other way—in any way, in fact—which is not
violative of this or some other treaty.

Mr. BORAH. In other words, under the Hay-Pauncefote
trentyqtlle United States has surrendered a part of its sovereign
power ?

My, WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I do not intend to make a
speech. T will just say a few words about that since the Sena-
tor has brought it in. Of a1l the enfantillage tlat has been
uttered in connection with this debate that stunds easily chief.
It is not even original with the Senator from Idaho.

Mr. BORAH. I would not claim originality in a Chamber
where the Senator from Mississippi sits.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Obh, pshaw! You might just as well say
that when the United States enters into » treaty with Greaf
Britain about its fisheries or about fisheries generally, or when
it enfers into a treaty with some conntry abont aliens from that
country, it has surrendered a part of its sovereignty. There
never was a treaty made since ihe world began, not even a
reciprocity treaty, that did not surrender some natural right of
both nations entering into the treaty. Now, a natural right in
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international relations is the right to have your own way, to
announce your own purpose, and to get it by war if necessary.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Mr. President:

Mr. WILLIAMS., One moment. Every treaty of commerce
ever entered inte from the Jay treaty down te now, if kept in
good faith, in some way shaekled and limited the power of free
ackion of our own Government; and in that very remote way
-was a limitation open our sovereignty and upon that of the
other high contracting powers. Every time you make a treaty
of peace at the end of n war, as far as that is concerned, yon
agree not to do something which without the treaty you could
Jhave done; and if you wish to be nmmubered gmong the faith-
keeping nations of the earth you must to that extent frequently
limit your activities, and in that remote sense, and in that only,
“ surrender your sovereignty,” if you choose to call what you
have done by so absurdly inapplicable a phrase. In other words,
every time a nation of the earth says to another, * I will agree
to this, provided you agree to that,” both nations have sur-
rendered something which without the treaty they would not
have surrendered. But as entering into a treaty is also an
aet of sovereignty, you exchange your freedom of sovereign
aetion, as to what you surrender, in consideration of the benefit
whiech, by the exercise of sovereignty in making the treaty, you
acqrire.

One might as well say that if I agree to quit smoking I
surrender my individual liberty and independence. I only exer-
cise the former and assert the latter.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President——

Mr. WILLIAMS. Wait a minute, Another thought. You
speak as if at the time of this treaty we were the grantors.
We are not.

AMr. BORAH. Will the Senator permit me?

Mr, WILLIAMS. Yon speak of it as if we had had a cct'ain
limited territory down there in Panama which belonged to us in
fee simple, without any conditions of any description, when, as a
fact, the very deed, which was the treaty which transferred the
strip to us, did it under the most solemn conditions with which
vou must comply if we regard the sanetity of international faith.

Now, nations that do not respeet inviolate the sanctity of their
treaties invite the aggressions, as well as the contempt, of all
the world. In that certnin sense, of course, when we entered
into the Hay-Pauncefote treaty we did surrender a part of our
sovereignty, by asserting another part of it, if you mean by
sovereignty unrestrained freedom of national action without
jnternntional obligation by voluntary treaty limitation of action.

Mr. BORAH. That is what I want to bave the Senator
admit.

Mr. WILLIAMS. As a matter of fact, we have surrendered
no real sovereignty at all. You intend the American people
to believe that somehow or other we have surrendered that
which i8 a part of our independence and of our national life.
We have done nothing of the sort, and nobody believés that
we have.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President—

Mr. WILLIAMS. So far as the courts are concerned, so far
as legislation is concerned, we are just as fully sovereign npon
the Panama Canal as we are anywhere else in any other terri-
tory of the United States; but so far as the use of the eanal is
.eoncerned, we are not free and untrammeled and independent ?
the balance of the world, because we have voluntarily contracted
by solemn treaty to manage and control it without diserimina-
tion.

Mr. BORAH. Yet, Mr. President, what——

Mr. WILLIAMS. The title rests on treaty and is an interna-
tional title and not a national title at all. Yet what? [Laugh-
ter in the galleries.]

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair will continue to warn
the occupants of the galleries as to the rules of the Senate.
Manifestations are not permitted.

Mr. BORAH. Yet, Mr. President, that country over which
the sovereignty of the United States has been extended is one
of the meost vital and important pieces of territory thut the
United States owns. Now, if our sovereignty over that terri-
tory is limited in any respect whatever, to the extent that it is
limited we have parted with that sovereignty. have we not?
~ Mr. WILLIAMS. It is not limited in any respect except as
ta our management of the canal, and in that respect only by
our voluntary contractual act, which was itself an act of sov-
ereignty, and it is lmited especially in this respect, that in
managiog it we shall so mannge it that there shall be egual
treatment for all nations, and so that we shall comply with
article 8 of the Clayton-Bulwer treaty, which promises no dis-
crimination. between vessels and commerce of Dritish subjects
and American citizens; amd by article 4, I believe it is, of the
Huay-Pauncefote treaty, which extends this obligation of non-

diserimination to the vessels “of all nations observing the

J rules™ laid down by us.

AMr. BORAH. Now, Mr. President, just a moment. If we
had no treaty with Great Britain and had built that canal upon
the territory as it there exists at this time, there would be no
doubt that we could send our vessels through that canal free
if we desired?

Mr. WILLIAMS, Oh, yes; if we hiad no treaty with Great
Britain. or Pannma either, and owned the strip nnconditionally.

Mr., BORAH. Both our lecal commerce and our over-sea
commerce. Now, the power to control the commerce of the
country is an exercise of sovereignty. If we have parted with
our right to control that commerce we have parted with a most
essential and vitnl portion of our nationnl sovereignty.

My, WILLIAMS. Yes; if that is sovereignty and if the case
of no treaty supposed by yon existed in fuct. 1f you entered
into a commereinl trenty with Great Britain, you would have
parted with certain rights.

Mr. BORAH. I subwit to the Senator that if we parted with
the right we parted with a portion of our sovereignty, amd I
understeod the Senator to say that that position was the most
puerile ever uttered in the Senate of the United Siates, or some-
thing to that effect. Yet the Senator will admit that we have
parted with a portion of our sovereignty if the construction of
the treaty which the Senator mmakes be correct.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I used the word * enfantillage™ in conuec-
tion with that argument. I was using it because there was in-
tended to be conveyed by argument the impression that we sar-
rendered a part of our real sovereignty, not a mere frecdom to
act. The people at large, when you talk about * surrendering*
a part of ‘* the sovereignry of the United States,” think we have
somehow or other erippled the United Statas as an independent,
free nation upon the surface of the earth. I said that of conrse
this treaty, like all treaties. dues to a certain extent hamper the
free and independent activity of both contracting parties. Now,
undoubtedly if the United States had owned the strip at Pan-
ama just as it owns the Florida Peninsula and kad cut a canal
across it, it would have had the right to have charged what-
ever it pleased and to refuse to charge anything to whomsoever
it pleased. It would have had a right to treat the matter as of
purely domestic concern, which it would have been. But the
fallney is that you insist on treating the Panama Canal as a
purely domestic concern, when your very title is international
and not national, and when the very grant by which you hold
this strip is a grant with conditions, and an international
grant and international conditions at that.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I disagree with the Senator en-
tirely.

Mr. WILLIAMS, The canal strip could not have been uncon-
ditionally acquired and the canal built, except at the end of a
war, withont entering into an international agreement with in-
ternational conditions, Undoubtedly we could not have taken
it away from Panama or from Colombia without 8 war; possi-
bly, though not probably, war also with Great Britain for viola-
tion of another treaty. The only way we had to get the strip at
all was to get it nnder an international agreement with condi-
tions, and the conditions are written in the agreement, which
was the treafy.

Do not forget ail the time that the Panama Canal makes the
Hay-Pauncefote treaty a part of itself and its observance a part
of the Panama grant. Panama is the grantor, we only the
grantee. Another Senator said something about abrogating the
Hay-Pauncefote treaty. The Senator from Georgia has very
properly stated this morning that if you did you would abrogute
your title to the eanal strip.

Mr. BORAH. I disagree with both the Senator from Missis-
sippi and the Senator from Georgia on that proposition. It is
no part of the consideration of the transfer of the canal prop-
erty. It never was and never was intended to be. The abroga-
tion of the Hay-Pauncefote treaty upon auy proper grounds
would not affeet our title.

Mr. HUGHES., My, President, I wish to call the Seunator's
attention to the fact that to follow his line of reasoning with
reference to the impairment of American sovereignty because of
the fact that we have parted with our rights to let our ships
go through the cannl free, the Senator will admit that it
his construction of the canal treaty is a correct one we are
still bound to make egual charges against all other nations but
ourselves. If the Senator's construction of the treaty is cor-
rect, it compels ns to hold the scales egually between all other
nations except ourselves,

Mr. BORAH. Observing the rules which we established.

. Mr. HUGHES. All nations c¢bserving the rules. Is it not
parting with sovereignty to admit that we have not the right
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to let any ships go through free? I do not suppose the Senator
concedes it,

Mr. BORAH. We look upon the guestion of sovereignty in an
entirely different way.

As the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Gore] is anxious to pro-
ceed with the appropriation bill, I will not take up further time.

AMr. GORE. I ask that the unfinished business be temporarily
laid aside.

Mr. JONES. Has the unfinished business been laid aside?

The VICE PRESIDENT. It has not.

Mr. GORE. The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. THORNTON]
asked that it be laid aside,

Mr. THORNTON. I will say to the Senator from Oklahoma
that it was coupled with the statement If no other Senator
wished to address the Senate at that time, but other Senators
did take the floor, and the moment it is concluded I wish to
renew my request.

Mr. JONES. 1 simply wish to make a request before the
unfinished business is laid aside.

Mr, HUGHES. Mr. President, before the unfinished business
is temporarily laid aside I wish to make a brief statement.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Oklahoma
yield to the Senator from New Jersey?

Mr. GORE. I yield.

Mr. HUGHES. I will gay to the Senator from Oklahoma that
I will not occupy more than five or six minutes.

Mr. GORE. 1 yield.

Mr. HUGHES. I wish to call the attention of the Senate to
some figures in connection with the argument made by the
Senator from Idaho [Mr. Boram] that the reason why Great
Britain yielded in the Welland Canal controversy is because of the
retaliatory measures put into effect by the United States. An
examination of the records shows that the traffic even through
the Canadian canals is exceedingly disproportionate and that
any retaliatory measures the United States could possibly con-
template or put into effect would not operate to the injury of
the Canadian traffic nearly so much as it would operate to the
injury and damage of American traffic.

The figures show that in 1908 through the Caanadian canals
the percentage of Canadian commerce was 28.7 per cent and
of American 71.3 per cent.

In 1909 the Canadian traffic was 21.8 per cent and the Ameri-
can traffic 78.2 per cent.

In 1910 the Canadian traffic was 18.3 per cent and the Ameri-
can traffic 81.7 per cent. .

In 1911 the Canadian traffic was 20.5 per cent and the Ameri-
can traffic 79.5 per cent.

In 1912 the Canadian traffic was 19.7 per cent and the Ameri-
can traffiec 80.3 per cent.

In 1913 the Canadian traffic was 21.3 per cent and the Ameri-
can traflic T8.7 per cent,

1t seems to me that that disposes conclusively of the argu-
ment of the Senator from Idaho that it was not because England
came to the conclusion that she had been wrong about her
treaty that she yielded, but because of the threatened retaliatory
measures on the part of the United States.

I will state that the figures which I have read were given by
a gentleman from whose argument the Senator also was quot-
ing, I think, althongh the gentleman arrives at a different con-
clusion than the Senator from Idaho.

Mr. BORAH. From whom was the Senator reading?

Mr. HUGHES. I was reading from the speech of Representa-
tive Stevexs of Minnesota.

Mr. BORAH. I want to ask the Senator before he con-
cludes if he thinks Great Britain was actuated by commercial
interests and moved by reason of retalintor; legislation, why it
was that Great Britain contended at the time she yielded upon
this proposition, notwithstanding her contention as to the con-
struction of the treaty was a correct one, that she did not yield
her construction of the treaty, but simply abandoned for the
time the rebating of the tolls.

Mr. HUGHES. I confess I do not see that the language the
Senator quotes from the treaty applies.

Mr. BORAH. It says cvery obligation of the treaty has been
fully and unreservedly met.

Mr. HUGHES. I am speaking of the langnage of the treaty
itself. The Senator goes too far, I think, when he puts it be-
yond the power of the Members of the Senate to read more
than one meaning in the langunage of the treaty.

I can conceive of one or two other constructions which can
be put upon that language. For instance, there is nothing said
in that treaty about merchandise,

Mr. JONES. Mpr. President, I desire to ask unanimous con-
sent to have inserted in the Recorp an article from the Wash-

ington Post of Monday. May 11, containing a statement made
by Hon. Philander C. Knox, formerly Secretary of State.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection?

There being no objection, the statement referred to was or-
dered to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

ForMER PREMIER KXOX RIDDLES REPEAL CLAIMS IN A CLEAR ANALYSIS
OF TREATY—RIGHT TO PRroTECT CANAL IN TiME or Waip, WHICH
GREAT BriTAIN COXCEDES, CARRIES WITH IT PREROGATIVE OF PRO-
TECTING OUR DOMESTIC COMMERCE, HE S8AYS—To00 MANY IRRELEVANT
MarTERs CLOUD THE ISsuB, Bays STATESMAN WHO HELD STATE
PorTrFOLIO UNDER PRESIDENT TAFT.

Philander C. Knox, Secretary of State in President Taft's administra-
tion, who rejected Great Britain's protest against the right of the
United States to exempt its coastwise vessels from the payment of tolls
for passage through the Panama Canal, when asked to give his views on
the guestion of repealing the free-tolls provision of the present act and
to define the exact issue involved in the controversy, said:

“In the discussion of the canal question now, as in the past, too
much consideration has been given to treaties, correspondence, docu-
ments, opinions, beliefs, and imaginings that are wholly forelgn to the
simple issue involved. This issue arises out of one tremendous fact and
one Dbrief treaty affecting that fact. The fact is our canal at Panama
and the treaty is the one ne%ouated in 1901 by John Hay and Lord
Pauncefote. This is the only treaty affecting the issue, as it in explicit
terms abrogates the Clayton-Bulwer treaty—the only other one we ever

d with Great Britain upon the subject of an isthmian canal. It is
true that in the preamble of the later treaty It is recited that one of
the things the negotiators intended to do was to include in its terms a
provision for the neutrality of the canal, as was contemplated by the
earlier treaty, and this they did In its third article.

“The present controversy arises out of Great Britaln’s challenge of
our right to exempt American coastwise vessels from the payment of
tolls, The challenge is predicated upon the claim that by the Hay-
P;iu.ucefote treaty we bargained away that right incident to our owner-
ship.

DEFINITION OF THE ISSUE.

“I am willing to accept the definition of the nature of the issue
thus ralsed given by two eminent gentlemen, one of whom openly favors
the repeal of the tolls exemption to American coastwise ships, and the
other, it is known, while not asking, would not object to its repeal.
Mr. Richard Olney has put in two sentences the nature of Great g?'it-
ain’s claim upon the canal, *‘The claim of Great Britain,” said Mr.
Olney, 'is, in effect, a territorial claim. The United States possesses
no more cost(l_.y and perhaps no more valnable piece of territory than.
the Panama Canal, and Great Britain’s claim is that the Hay-Paunce-
fote treaty not only encumbers that territory with equal rights of use
b;f all other nations, but impresses upon it a servitude by which the
United States loses the free use of its own canal for its own vessels.'

“8ir Edward Grey's protest states the same proposition in different
words, ‘the treaty,” says Sir Edward, *imposes limitations upon the
freedom of action of the United States' in respect to the eanal. In
other words, he claims the treaty imposes limitations upon American
sovereignty. From these premises it is easily deduced that the patriot-
ism and good faith of those whe maintain as an earnest conviction
either side of this disputed legai question should not be challenged. It
is just as pralseworlhf to defend the American right to deal with our
own in accordance with oor own convictions of true national interest,
if we believe we have not parted with that right, as it Is to insist
that we should fully comply with our international engagements if we
have contracted away our full liberty of action.

“In any discussion of the President’s statement that the tolls act
violates our treaty, or of Sir Edward Grey’s more specific claim that
our freedom of nction in respect to the canal is limited by the Hay-
Pauncefote treaty, it is important to earry in mind that such limita-
tion must either found in the words of the treaty or arise by neces-
sary and [rresistible implication from the facts defining the relation of
the parties of the treaty and to its subject.

“The principle of international law ﬂvernlng a claim In derogation
of sovere{'gnty 1uf that no tm? can taken to restrict the exercise
or rights of sovereignty unless effected In a clear and distinet manner.

ANALYSIS OF SOVEREIGN RIGHT.

“ First, let us lcok at the facts. The United States paid to Panama
$10,000,000 for the zone itself; we have agreed to pay to Panama a
yearlf annuity of $250,000 forever; we pald to the French Panama
Canal Co. $40,000,000 for its rights in the Isthmus: we are bullding
the canal at a total exﬂpendlture of about $400,000,000; we alone are
to meet the $25,000,000 which it appears to be now proposed to pay
Colombia ; we alone are expending untold millions necessary to fortify
and protect the canal so that some bellizerent, eager to secure the re-
sultin? advantsﬂe. may not destroy it; we alone are bearing the risk
of losing all this investment as the result of some natural eataclysm,
such as an earthquake, against which no human ageney can secure us;
we alone have stood for whatever of criticism has come from the man-
ner of acquiring the Canal Yone—a criticlsm encouraged and fostered
by the very class which now seeks to turn over to Europe, as &
gratulty, the benefits of our action; we alome have put the lives
of the flower of our Army engineers and of thousands of Ameri-
can citizens through all the hazards and dangers of fatal tropic mala-
dies, and finally no other country has shared and does not propose
to share one penny of this expenditure or any phase of any risk, con-
nected with our stupendons undertaking., Surely upon these facts there
arises no necessary impllcatlon that Great Britain is entitled to the
benefits of this colossai work on the same and identical terms as we,
the owners, the bullders, the operators, the protectors, and the insurers
of the canal, or that she shall dictate how we shall treat matters of
purely local national trade and commerce, or that we shall be denied
the very rights In respect to our domestic commerce which she Lerself
claims and exercises and which every other nation in the world pos-
BeSSeS.

GRANT OF PRIVILEGH.

“If the limitation which Sir Edward Grey says is imposed upon
our freedom of action In respect to the canal does not arise by neces-
sary implication from theze facts, let us see if we ean find it in the
langnage of the treaty. In short, let us scek the words of limitation,

“They are found, according to the British contention, in article 3.
This article is a declaration by the owner of the canal of the terms
upon which it is to be used., There are, all told, six roles. The first
grants a privilege, the other five specify the conditions opon which that
privilege 18 to be enjoyed. *The canal shall be free and open to the
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yessels of commerce and of war of all natlons obseryving these rules’
is the language of the grant

“*'lio conditions to be observed set out In these rules not only all
relate to war, but all have reference to imposing the least inconvenience
to the owner of the canal arising out of a state of war between the
powers using it. * * =

* Of course It must be admitted that by applying o childish loglieal
formula to this text it can be claimed that the United States Is in-
cluded within the words ‘all nations,’ but a consideration of the rela-
tion of the parties to the snbject of the treaty shows that the United
States, the grantor of conditional privilezes in the canal to all nations,
parted with no particle of its rights of ownersh&) in the property or
subjected its own use of the canal to the conditions it imposed upon
the beneficiaries of Its generosity,

“ Has the United States bound itself not to use the canal if it should
exercise a right of war or act of hostility within it; if it should re-
victunl its ships or take stores in the canal; If it should embark or
disembark iroops within the canal; if itz vessels of war should remain
within the waters longer than 24 hours; and, if so, who Is golng to
enforce these rnles upon the United States. and will our obedience to
them be compelled by the guns we are planting there for the protection
of the canal? Does not such a view of our rights invite all other
nations to war with us, if we, during an actual state of war, use the
ecanal for any milltary purpeose? In short, would we not thus make
all nations the allies of onr immediate adversary if we have sgm
with all nations through Great Britain that the rules we prescribe for
the use of the canal apply to onrselves, the grantors of the use?

USITED STATES AUTOMATICALLY EXEMPT.

“Let us see how Great Britain meets this embarrassment.  Sir Ed-
ward Grey secks to avoid the application to the Unlted States of all
the rules in article 3 excert rule 1 by satgéng: ‘* Now that the United
States has become practical soverelgn of canal, His Majesty's Gov-
ernment does not ?;:estlon its title to exercise lmi!l'gorent righta for its
protection.” That to say, our subsequently aequired sovereignty auto-
matically exempts us from the application of five of the rules to be
observed by all nations as a condition for the use of the canal, but
our ownership plus our soverelgnty dees not exempt us from the other

one,

“ Now, if the right to protect the canal and the right to proteet our-
solves by exercising privileges in and about the canal denied to other
nations by our rules is an incldent to our sovereignty, and thus takes
the United States out of the meaning of the genmeral words *ali nations,’
the right to promote our domestic commerce in a field exclusively its
own is an incident of sovereignty and ownership having the same effect.
To deny the free use of our own canal for our own vessels is just as
muech an impairment of our sovereignty as to deny our right to cxercise
acts of belligerency in and for its protection. And the implication that
we Bave not surrendered one of these soverelgn powers by the use of
the words *all nations' is just as strong under the first rule, which
js our contentlon, as it is under the other five, which Is Sir Edward
Grey's contention.

“ practical sovereignty,! which, as Great Dritain claims, permits us
at our own expense and risk to defend the canal, to maintain its
noutrality, and to exclusively exercise belligerent rights within its
bonndaries in time of war imports to its possessor no higher title or
privilege than does sovereignty and ewnership in time of peace, Our
yights in pence bear a just relation to our obl[iatlous in war. The
benefits of sovereignty go hand in hand with its burdens.

ok RIGHTS CONCEDED,

I further illustration of this point it is very interesting to note
and consider the admitted effect of another statement in the British
protest.  If reads. ‘At the date of the signature of the Hay-Pauncefote
treaty the territory on which the Isthmian Canal was to be consiructed
did not bele to the United States, and consequently there was no
need to insert in the draft treaty ' articles preserving sovereignty rights.
In fine, the fact that we were not sovereign over the canal when the
treaty was made excuses us for not reserving sovere! rights. But
in the very next sentence the protest states the effect of our subse-
guently acguired soverelgnty was to read into the treaty sovereign
powers, and thereny exempfed the United States from the conditions
prescribed to govern the use of the canal by all nations.

“The perfectly sound principle involved in all this, and so frankly
admitted by Sir Rdward, is that where sovereignty exists the exercise
of its att rigntos need not be reserved ; they are lmplled; and this is the
reason why John Hay, scholar and statesman, tnmﬁiin.r with and guided
by accepted pﬂncigles. folt under no compulsion to reserve the rights
incident to what he characterized as our complete ownership of the

1

canal,
“ 1t was never contemplated at angl period in the history of the
Isthmian undertaking that Great Britain should be on terms of equalit
with the owner of a canal or even with the other users of the canal,
excopt as compensation for her protection of the canal. She never had
any treaty with auy nation contemplating bullding a canal until the
Hay-Pauncefote treaty, her previous efforts having been conl?ned to
declaring the extent of her intentions in respect to some one else's canal
to which she proposed to extend hes poweriul protection.

“ How is the United States assured that Great Britain or any other
nation wil' observe the rules we have preseribed for the use of the
eanal? They have not agreed to do so. The Hay-Pauncefote treaty
contains no such an oblizgation on their part. We refused to accept
language proposed by Great Britain that would make the right to use
the canal by other nations a confractual right.

IN RIDICULOUS ATTITUDE.

“The fallure of other nations to camrlg with our rules only debars
them from the use upon equal terms with such nations as do comply
with them, and how are we to know whether they will comply with the
rules. which all relate to war, until war exists?

“YWe find ourselves in rather a ridicnlous sitnation under the British
interpretation of the freaty. We are to curtail the rights flowing from
mwre!gnt{mand absolute ownership of the canal vpon the hypothesis
that the neficlaries of our generosity will be so good, even when

uarreling with each other, as to comply with the rules we preseribe
or 1tz nevtrality. The neutrality of the canal will most likely be
l."—‘!!‘[:f-‘ﬂ:‘ﬁ if and only as wr, its soverelgn, are able to enforce it.

Az Great Britain only claimed that the canal act impaired her treaty
rights if it extended the exemption to trade other than legitimate coast-
wise trade. or if the tolis were computed withont taking Into account
that trade why should we repeal the act when peither of these causes
of oflcnse exists?

* Y¥hat Great Britain rcally claims is that the Hay-Pauncefole treaty
*imposes limitations upon our freedom of action,’ and what she origi-

nally asked was, ‘Iin view of the President’s memorandum’ attached
to the ecanal act, that the juestion thus rajsed should be submiltted to
arhltll;ati%n. : X

“Mr. Bryce very truly sald in his note of IFebruary 27, 1013, sub-
mitted after a bill had been introduced to repeal the exr*m;lﬁnn. *ihat
a reference to arbitrmtion would be rendered superfiuons if steps were
taken by the United States to remove the objection entertained by His
Majesty's Goverrment to the act.’ It certainly would. To repeal the
act on the ground that it violates the freaty wounld be to sanction by
act of Congress all that Great Britain could claim before an arbitral
tribunal, and so far as the Senate Is conecerned, confirm the British
claim by a majority vote, whereas it would require a two-thirds vote to
refer It to arbltration.

“As Great Britain has no interest in the canal [tself, but only in the
use of the canal, tke United States should not admit that the Hay-
Panncefote treaty *imposes limitations upon the freedom of action of
the United States® to leglslate upon matters not affecting Greatl
Britain's use or the terms upon which her vege is to be enjoyed. And In
the abeence of allegation ov proof that the eanal act liseif or the D'rest-
dent under authority of the act has, as a fact, by exempling conslwise
vessels from paviag tolls or otherwise, imposed terms opon the Dritish
use or charges for such use (bat otherwise British vessels would not
have been compelled to meet or to pay the freedom of action of the
Unitm} ::iéatos n legislating respecting its own coastwise trade is not
restrained.

“This was the position taken by President Taft, written into onr
laws by an act of Congress, Indorsed by the three great political par-
ties, and suppcrted by all the presidential candidates In the lost na-
tional campaign.

“ Tt is as sound pmow as then; indeed, time confirms its wisdom, itz
patriotism, and its strength.”

Mr. THORNTON. Mr. President, if no other Seunnfor wishes
to speak on the unfinished business, I renew the request which
I previously made that the unfinished business be temporarily
laid aside.

The VICE PRESIDENT. I8 there objection? 'The Chair
hears none, and the unfinished business is temporarily laid
aside.

AGRICULTURAL ATFPROPRIATIONS.

Mr. GORE. I ask unanimous consent that the Agricanltural
appropriation bill may now be proceeded with.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? 'The Chair
hears none.

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con-
sideration of the bill (II. R. 13679) makin;, appropriations for
the Department of Agriculture for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1915.

Tl;g VICE PRESIDENT. The pending amendment will be
stated.

The SecreTArY. The pending amendment is the amendment
reported by the Commitiee on Agriculture and Forestry on page
53, line 22, in the appropriation for the purpose of earrying
out the provisions of the act relative to the protection of
migratory game and insectivorous birds, to strike out * $50,000,”
thse su&n appropriated by the House, and in lieu thereof to insert
“ £10,000.”

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the amendment
reported by the committee. :

Mr. McLEAN. I ask for the yeas and nays on the amend-

ment.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The yeas and nays have been here-
tofore ordered. The Secrefary will call the roll.

Mr. McLEAN. A parliamentary inquiry, Mr. President. I
do not think Senators understand precisely the shape in which
the question is now pending before the Senate.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment on page 53, reported by the committee, proposing
to strike out “ $50,000" and to inseri in lieu thereof “$10,000.”

The Secretary proceeded to call the roll,

Mr. KERN (when his name was called), I have a general
pair with the senior Senator from Kentucky [Mr. BrapLey].
In his absence I withhold my vote.

Mr, THOMAS (when his name was called). I have a gen-
eral pair with the senlor Senator from New York [Mr. Roor],
who is not in the Chamber. I therefore withhold my vote.

Mr. WALSH (when his name was called). I have a general
pair with the senior Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Lirrrrr].
In his absence I withhold my vote.

I will also state that my colleaguc [Mr. MyErs] is detained
from the Senafe by illness. He is paired with the Senator
from Connectient [Mr. McLeAN].

Mr. WARREN (when his name was called). I announce my
pair with the Senator from Florida [Mr. Frercaer], and there-
fore withhold my vote.

Mr. WEEKS (when his name was called). I have a general
pair with the junior Senator from Kentucky Mr. James]. I
transfer that pair to the senior Senator from Idaho [Mr.
Boran] and vote *nay.”

Mr. WILLIAMS (when his name was ecalled). I have a gen-
eral pair with the senior Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. PEx-
rose], but I am informed by a messenger from his colleague
[Mr. Oriver] that the senior Senator from Pennsylvania, if
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present, would vote “nay.” As I intend to vote in the negative,
I ask to be recorded. 1 vote * nay.”

The roll eall was concluded.

Mr. OVERMAN. T wish to announce that my colleague [Mr.
Siuaons] s sick at home and unable to be in the Senate to-day.

Mr. CHILTON. 1 bave a pair with the Senator from New
Mexieo [Mr. Farr]. If the Senator from New Mexico were
present I do not know how he would vote, and therefore 1
withhold my vote.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. I have a pair with the senlor Sen-
ator from Massachusetts [Mr. Lopge]. Were he present, he
would vote “nay " and I wounld vote *“yea.”

Mr. BANKHEAD. I transfer my pair with the Senator from
West Virginia [Mr. Gorr] to the junior Senator from Nevada
[Mr. Prrraax] and vote * yea.”

Mr. GALLINGER. I have a general pair with the junior
Senator from New York [Mr. O'Gorman]. I transfer that pair
to the senior Senntor from Minnesota [Mr. NerLson] and vote.
I vote “nay,”

Mr. DU PONT. I have a general pair with the senior Sen-
ator from Texus [Mr. Curuerson], bot on this particular gques-
tion I am reiensed from the obligation to my pair, and I there-
fore vote. I vole “nay.”

Mr. CRAWFORD. I have a general pair with the senior
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. LEa], who is absent. There is no
one to whom I can transfer my pair for ithe present. I shall
therefore withhold my vote. If I were at liberty to vote, I
ghould vote * nuy.”

Mr. DILLINGHAM (after having voted in the negative).
When I voted I was not aware of the absence from the Chamber
of the senior Senator from Maryland [Mr. SmiTH], with whom
1 have a pair. I therefore withdraw my vote.

Mr. SMOOT. I desire to announce the unavoidable absence
of the senior Senator from Kentucky [Mr. BeabrLey]. As has
been stated, he has a general pair with the Senator from Indi-
ana [Mr. Keen].

I also desire to announce the necessary absence of the junior
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. StepieNsoN] who has a general
pair with the Senator from South Carolina [Mr, TitLMax].

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. I transfer my pair with the senior
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Lobce] to the junior Senator
from Ohio [Mr. PomErexg] and vote. I vote “ yea.”

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. "I desire to announce the
pair existing between the Senator from Illinois [Mr. Lewis]
and the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. CaTroN].

Mr. TiLLMAN. I have a general pair with the Senator from
Wisconsin [Mr. SterrENsoN]. I transfer that pair to the junior
- Senator from Tennessee [Mr. SHiELDS) and vote. I vote * yea.”

Mr. DILLINGHAM. I find that I can make a transfer of my
pair with the Senator from Maryland [Mr. SMITH] to the Sena-
tor from Michigan [Mr. Saara]. I will therefore let my vote
in the negative stand.

The result was announced—yeas 17, nays 45, as follows:

YEAB—17.
Bankhead Overman Shafroth Vardaman
Bryan Ransdell Smith, Ga. West
Gore Reed Smith, 8. C.
Martin, Va. Robinson Btone
New Saulsbury Tillman

NAYB—45.
Ashurst du Pont McCumber Smith, Arfz.
Bra allinger MclLean Smoot
Brandegee Groana Martine, N, J. Sterling
Bristow Hitcheock Norris Thompson
Burleigh Hollis Oliver Thornton
Burton Hughes Owen Townsend
Chamberlain Johnson % e Weeks,
Clap Jones Perkins Willlams
CIan Wyo. Kenyon Poindexter Works .
Colt La Follette Sheppard
Cummins ne Sherman
Dillingham Lee, Mad. Shively

NOT VOTING—33.

Borah Goft 0O'Gorman Stephenson
Bradley James Penrose Sutherland
Catron Kern Pittman Swanson
Chilton Lea, Tenn, Pomerene Thomas
Clarke, Ark. Lewis Root Walsh
Crawford Lll:?ltt Shields Warren
Culberson Lodge Simmons
Yall Myers Smith, Ma.
Fletcher Nelson Smith, Mich.

So the amendment reported by the committee was rejected.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I feel that I ought to say for my-
self and for several members of the committee that we did not
draw in question the policy of the migratory-bird law. For
my own part, I favor the conservation of migratory and insec-
tivorous birds. They render a public and private service. They
render a service to agriculture. There were many Senators,
however, who challenged the coustitutionality of the law. 1t
was known of many of them that the employees engaged in the

enforcement of this act were to be placed under the civil-service
law on April 20, There were many who were nnwilling to have
an army of civil-service employees attiched to the Government
in case the constitutionality of the measure shonld fuil. For
that reason the committee brought in an nmendment for an
appropriation of $10,000, in order that the constitutionality of
the law might be tested. If the measure shall be held to be
constitutional, there will certainly be no disposition on the
part of the committee fo withhold an ample and adeguate
appropriation. [t was felt, however, that the constitutionality
of the law ought to be tried out before creating a horde of
officers who would be on our hands in case the mensure shonld
miscarry in the courts. I may say that the Secretury of
Agrieulture stated to the committee that $20.000 would enable
him to maintain his organization and to proceed with the en-
forcement of the law. The committee would have reported
$20,000 but for the absence of the Senntor from Arkansas, who
had taken guite an interest in this approprintion. The mensure
was not again reverted to after he returned to the committee,
It is my judgwent that $20.000 wounld be an ample appropriation
in view of the direct statement of the Secretury of Agriculture
to the Committee on Agriculture. I therefore move to strike
out * $50,000” and to insert ** §20,000 " as the amount of the ap-
propriation.

Mr. McLEAN. Mr. President, I hope that amendment will
not prevail. I am glad to hear from the Senator from Okla-
homa [Mr. Gore] that he approves the purposes of the migra-
tory-bird law, and that he does not think (het the Creator made
a mistake when he created the insectivorous and usefunl birds.
I am glad the Senator has got so far on the journey, but I
think the Senate ought to understand——

Mr. GORE. Mr. President

Mr, McLEAN. I decline to be interrupted at present, for I
want to get this question dispesed of this afternoon. I do not
care to discuss it at any length, but I do think that the Senite
of the United States onght to bear in mind that there is pending
tu-day, at the request of the Senate of the United States, a
treaty which we bave every reason to assume takes this exist-
ing law into consideration. When that treaty is ratified. as I
trust it will be, I can not believe that the Senate of the United
States will repudiate its own offspring whben it is returned
here, and if that proposed treaty meets with the approval of
the Senate there will be no question whatever about the right
of Congress to enforce the migratory-bird law if the treaty is
properly drawn. So it seems to me that if we at this time
appropriate a small sum of money, like $20.000, we are giving
notice to the British Government that we do not intend to
enforce the law. That would be a most unfortunate position
for the United States to take at this time.

This money will be wholly In charge of the Secretary of
Agriculture, and we all know that he is a man of sufficient
ability to use sound discretion in a matter like this. If the
treaty is ratified, as it probably will be, before another shooting
season opens, every dollar of this money can be expended.
1 sincerely hope that the Senate will realize that situation and
not at this time declare its disinclination to enforce this law.
I trust that the amendment of the Senator from Oklahoma will
be defeated.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, this is another exposition of con-
stitutional law. We are now told that Congress is about to ap-
prove a treaty, and that when that treaty is approved we will
have a new Constitution; that if the migratory-bird law is un-
constitutional now, all doubt as to its constitutionality will be
removed when we negotiate a treaty with a foreign conntry.
That is a new way to amend the Constitution of the United
States. It is another example of the fact that the authors of
the migratory-bird law have utterly disregarded every funda-
mental of the law and every principle of constitutional con-
struction.

Mr. President, it is a singular thing that the Senate of the
United States should be swept off its feet by a lot of telegrams
inspired from one source, and that about the most irresponsible
source it is possible to conceive of. There is a gentleman
named Hornaday, or some similar name, who has been the great
promoting force back of this legislation. I do not know, sir,
whether he is sane or insane; but if he be sane. then he is a
common slanderer and a common scoundrel. This man has
seen fit to scatter his vituperative abuse broadeast over the
land. He ecame into my office a few weeks ago with a long
written statement, in which he denounced as triuitors to this
country a lot of the very best citizens of the State of Missourl
and of the State of Kansas, who belong to a game protective
association and who are sportsmen of the highest class, be-
cause they had ventured to declare that they proposed to ascer-
tain whether this law was constitutional or unconstitutional;
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and he broadly asserted in this published statement that any
man who dared to refuse to obey an alleged act of Congress
upon the ground that it was unconstitutional was a traitor to
his country and was guilty of an act which was criminal.

This gentleman made the remarkable request of me that I
insist with these citizens of my State that they must acquiesce
in the law and that they must under no circuamstances test its
consitutionality, saying to me that if the law were allowed to
stand npon the statute books a few years without being tested
people wonld get used to it, and probably nobody ever would
test it. e did not have the temerity to claim that this law was
of the slightest validity. I explained to him in the kindliest
way I could that these people had legal advice, that they
thought they knew their rights, that they were not bad citizens
becnuse they raised the question of the constitutionality of a
statute, and that I could not advise them that they should aban-
don their rights; and accordingly I find that the press Las been
filled up with statements denouncing these gentlemen as * game
hogs,” and other pleasant terms are used, and my name has been
coupled with the rest of the alleged * swine.”

Mr, McLEAN. Mr. President—

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does:the Senator from Missouri
yield to the Senator from Connecticut?

Mr. REED, I yield to the Senator.

Mr. McLEAN. 1 did not understand the name of the person
to whom the Senator referred.

Mr. REED. The man I am talking about is a gentleman
named Hornaday. I hope the Senator did not think I was
talking about him.

Mr. McLEAN. No; and I hope the Senator will not hold the
migratory-bird law responsible for his controversy with a pri-
vate citizen, .

Mr. REED. I undertake to say that that private citizen had
more to do with the passage of the migratory-bird law than had
the Senator. I undertake to say that that gentleman is the man
who put forth the propaganda, who has flooded the Senite with
letters. I undertake to say that he is responsible for the de-
nunciation that has been leveled at every man who has had the
temerity to say that the Government of the United States has
no right to interfere with the internal affairs of States; and
every man who has been abused and mistreated and libeled and
slandered in connection with this matter can count it up to the
inspiration of the gentleman I am talking about.

Mr. WEST. Mr. President—

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Missouri
yield to the Senator from Georgia?

Mr. REED. 1 yield.

Mr. WEST. Where parties have been found guilty of viola-
tion of the migratory-bird law, have there not been merely nomi-
nal fines imposed in order tc keep from testing its constitu-
tionality %

Mr. REED. My understanding is that that is the case. Now,
My, President, I claim to be as thoroughly in favor of the pro-
tection of the game of this country as is the Senator from Con-
nectient.

Mr. McLEAN. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Missouri
yield to the Senator from Connecticut?

Mr. REED. Certainly.

Mr. McLEAN, Right there I should like to ask the Senator
i® he does not think that this is a proper subject for interna-
tional negotiation; that it can be covered effectively by treaty;
and that if the pending treaty takes into consideration the terms
of the existing law, the constitutional infirmities of that law will
not be healed, if there are any?

Mr. REED. No, Mr. President; you can no more amend the
Constitution of the United States by a treaty with a foreign
power than you can remove the sun from its orbit——

Mr. McLEAN. That is not the point.

Mr. REED. Or the world from its course. When did it
ba-pen—

Mr, McLEAN. Mr. Zresident—

Mr. REED, Let me put it to the Seaator in this way: When

did it happen that we proposed to permit a foreign country
help us change the Constitution of the United States? The
Senator from Connecticut ean not mean that.
. Mr. McLEAN. Mr. President, we are not changing the Con-
stitution of the United States; we are simply following the
course which has been laid down by our Supreme Court in its
interpretation of that Constitution, which is that where n mat-
ter is a proper subject for international negotiation and a treaty
follows, the provisions of that treaty may be enforeced, notwith-
standing the fact that prior to the existence of the treaty the
States would have jurisdiction over the matter.

Mr. REED. Oh, the Senator can not mean to tell the Senate
that any court has decided that a fundamental right reserved
to ihe people of any State, or, rather, never yielded by thein,
can in any way be taken away by a treaty between this country
and a foreign country.

Mr. McLEAN. The Senator does not answer my question.

Mr. REED. I am trying to do so, if I ecan understand the
question,

Mr. McLEAN. T will put it so that the Senator ean answer
it categorically, by stating the existence of our treaties with
Great Britain regarding the protection of the swimming fishes,
which to-day are entirely within waters within State jurisdie-
tion and to-morrow are in waters under foreign jurisdiction.
When they are protected by treaty, I will ask him if he thinks
that those treaties violate the Constitution of the United States?

Mr. GORE. Mr. President

Mr. REED. The Senator from Oklahoma has asked me that
he be allowed to ask the Senator from Connecticut a question,
and I yield to him.

Mr. GORE. The treaty-making power of the Government of
the United States is vested in the President and the Senate. I
should like to ask the Senator from Connecticut if he thinks
that the President and the Senate could enter into a treaty
with Great Britain to aboligsh the House of Representatives, and
if such a treaty would be binding on anybody, anywhere?

Mr. McLEAN. That, Mr. President, would not be a proper
matter for international negotiation. The Senators upen the
other side of the Chamber decline to answer my question. I
ask them whether they think that negotiations between this
Government and Great Britain for the protection of the migra-
tory ferm naturs, which fo-day are in Central Ameriea, to-
morrow in this country, and the next day in Canada, is a proper
subject for an international agreement? That is the question.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, of course the Government of the
United States can enter into treaties with other countries with
relation to the waters of the high seas and the fishes and birds
therein, while they remain thereon or therein, but the Govern-
ment of the United States can not go into a sovereign State
and itself exercise any power unless that power has been
granted to the Federal Government by the Constitution of the
United States; and as the Government of the United States
ecan not itself exercise a power within a State that has not been
granted by the Constitution to the Federal Government, of
course it can not in concert with England or all the other na-
tions of the world do that which it can not do itself,

Mr. McLEAN, But the Senator has not answered my ques-
tion. I ask him whether he thinks that this particular guestion
which involves the protection of migratory birds is a proper
one for international negotiation?

Mr. REED. It is a proper thing for international negotiation
so long as it is limited to those waters over which the United
States holds execlusive jurisdietion, or a jurisdiction which is
joint with the other nations of the earth.

Mr. McLEAN. DBut take the birds that do not touch the
wiater, that fly through the atmosphere that covers the Western
Hemisphere?

Mr. REED. Under the law, when such birds cross over a
State the laws of that State govern, and not the laws of Eng-
land, where they started from, or of Australia, where they may
be going.

Mr, McLEAN, The Senator has not yet answered my question.,

Mr, REED. Mr. President, I am trying awfully hard to do so.

Mr. McLEAN. That question is susceptible of a categorieal
answer. I should like to know swhether the Senator thinks
the protection of the migratory bird, which to-day may be in
Central America, to-mtorrow in this countrr, and the next day
in Canada, is a proper subject for international negotiation and
treaty?

Mr. REED. It is a proper subject for international negotia-
tion if we limit what we attempt to do to that which our Fed-
eral Government has the right to contrel; but il is not .. proper
subject of negotiation if you undertake to extend it to a point
where you invade the rights of the several States under the
Constitution.

Mr. McLEAN. I will put the guestion in anothcr way, be-
cause I think we can save time by it. I simply want the Sennte
to understand my position. The Senator says that no respect-
able lawyer would take the views that I take with regard to
this matter. .

Mr. REED. I do not understand the Senator to say that the
law is constitutional.

Mr. McLEAN. I call the Senator’s attention to the fact that a
great many lawyers, possibly as respectable as the Senator
from Missouri, have in times past been as positive as he is
that certain acts of Congress have clearly violated the Consti-
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tution, but the Supreme Court has disagreed with them. I
think discretion is the better part of valor in these matters.
Now I come to another guestion. .

Mr. REED. Mr. President, let me ask the Senator a guestion.
Does he assert that this law is constitutional?

Mr. McLEAN, I will answer that question. I am not certain.
No man is certain of the constitutionality of a law until the
Supreme Court has passed upon it. 3

Mr. REED. Does the Senator believe it s eonstitutional?

Mr. McLEAN. I think there is plenty of room in the Consti-
tution for this law if there is room for 50 per cent of the laws
that we are enforcing by appropriations in the pending appro-
priation bill.

Mr, REED. But, Mr. President, that is not an answer. The
Senator certainly can tell us whether he is willing to say to the
Senate now that he believes this law is a constitutional law.
He ought to be willing to state his opinion.

Mr. McLEAN. I certainly think, from my study of the ques-
tion, that the Supreme Court ought to hold this law constitu-
tional. If I were a judge upon the bench, I would so hold.

Mr. REED. But the Senator has not been willing to hazard
the opinion that it is a constitutional law.

Mr. McLEAN, Ob, I certainl: think so, if that is what the
Senator wants to know,

Mr. REED. Upon what clause or power of the Constitution
does the Senator base the exercise of this right?

Mr, McLEAN, I have at my desk a brief that I have pre-
pared upon the subject. I will send the Senator a copy of it.
The conclusion is that I believe this law is constitutional.

Mr. REED. I wish the Senator would tell us upon what
clause he bases that opinion. There must be a clause,

Mr. McLEAN. Mr. President, in a word, I think that where
the necessity to protection exists, where the right to protection is
clear, and the State, as in this case, is absolutely incompetent to
protect itself in thesenjoyment of the natural right to be saved
from irreparable loss by noxious insects.

Mr., REED. The Senator assumes the whele guestion. He
says ‘' where the right exists,” by which he means that where
the right exists in the Federal Government to do a thing, it
may do it. Does the Senator claim that these birds are en-
-aged in interstate commerce, for instance?

Mr. McLEAN. No; I do not.

Mr. REED. Very well. The Senator, then, does not rest it
upon the interstate-commerce clause. The Senator does not
claim that it comes under the clause which gives the Federal
Government authority to establish courts, does hs ?

Mr. McLEAN. I do not.

Mr. REED. Or under the clause which gives the Federal
Government authority to establish an Army and a Navy or
post offices and post roads?

Mr. McLEAN. I will save the Senator the trouble of con-
tinning the list. I think it is one of those implied attributes
of sovereignty in which the Federal Government has concurrent
jurisdiction with the States. It is a dormant right in the Fed-
eral Government, and where the State is thoroughly and clearly
incompetent to save itself there is no help except from the
Yederal Government.

Mr. REED. There may be no help for many things in this
world, either by State law or by national law.

Mr. McLEAN. Obh, yes; there is suthority somewhere.

Mr. REED. The Senator speaks of implied powers.

Mr. McLEAN. No; an implied attribute of sovereignty.

Mr. REED. An implied attribute of sovereignty. then. What
does the Senator do with the clause of the Constitution which
states in express terms that, all powers are reserved to the
States except those expressly therein granted?

Mr. McLEAN. I do precisely what the Supreme Ceurt did
with it in the greeuback cases.

Mr. REED. Wipe it out?

Mr. McLEAN. It wiped out the objection and the claim that
there was not an implied attribute of sovereignty.

Mr. REED. Then the Senator wants to put the constitutional
right to protect his ducks upon the same ground that the
Supreme Court put its decision in the greenback case. Is that
because both of them have green backs? Is that the analogy?
[Laughter.]

Mr, McLEAN. Ob, I know, Mr, President, that in the opinion
of the Senator from Missouri the only good bird is a dead bird.

Mr. REED. Oh, no.

Mr. McLEAN. I ean not understand the Senator’s antipathy
toward anything that wenrs wings.

Mr. REED. The Senator from Connecticut is a most lovable
and intelligent gentléeman, and I have for him the kindest per-
sonal feeling, as Le knows; bot the trouble with the Senator is

that he concludes that all who do not accept his remedy are |

enemies of the eause; that he has the only possible remedy;
that if the patient does mot take his physic, the patient must
die——

Mr. McLEAN. No, Mr. President.

Mr. REED. And that all who protest that his partieular kind
of nostrum should not be faken want to murder the patient.

Mr. McLEAN. Oh, no; I take no such ground.

Mr. REED. 1 want the Senator to disabuse his mind of the
idea that I think the only good bird is a dead bird. The Sen-
ator had no right to say that. 1 claim to be as good a friend
of bird life as the Senator from Connectieut.

Mr. McLEAN. We will admit that.

Mr. REED. I claim to be a better friend of bird life than the
Senator, because while he is fooling away—if he will pardon
the expression, and I do not mean it unpleasantly—the time of
the country in endeavoring to have enacted a law which ulti-
mately must be siricken down, and which in the end will result
in total failure, I would take up the plain half of the law,
where you can accomplish something, where yon ean get a re-
sult, and I would save the years that will be wasted by attempt-
ing to do that which is unconstitutional.

Mr. McLEAN. Mr. President, will the Senator pardon an-
other interruption?

Mr. REED. Certainly.

Mr. McLEAN. 1 should like to get the Senator’s views upon
the real question at issue, because it seems to me his personal
views or mine as to the utility and beauty of the birds are not
so important at this time. I should like to ask the Senator if
he thinks the sovereignty of the United States with regard to
its power to make treaties is not coextensive with that of other
nations?

Mr. REED. Why. not at all.

Mr. McLEAN. The Senator does not think so0?

Mr. REED. Not in all respects.

Mr. McLEAN. Does the Senator think it would be in this
respect?

Mr. REED. No. I do not think the United States is Russia.
I apprehend that the Czar of Russia, because he is an autoerat
and has unlimited power, could make almost any kind of treaty
he wanted to make. He could make almost any kind of treaty
with another government because over his own people, who are
mere subjects. he exercises almost unlimited power.

Mr. McLEAN. We will take Great Britain. We will assume
that Great Britain invites us to negotiate a treaty covering this
subject. We have, then, in this country 48 States and a Nation.
We have 49 sovereignties in all, but we have no real sovereign
if we can not deal with this question, because 14 of the nations
of Europe have already entered into treaty megotiations for the
protection of the migratory birds.

Mr. REED. The Senator is—oh, well, how shall I discuss this
question? The Senator certainly knows that our National Gov-
ernment is a Government of certain restricted powers; that it

has no powers except those which were granted to it by the

voluntary act of the States and those powers which are neces-
sarily involved in and a part of the powers expressly granted.
The Senator certainly knows that the United States is a Gov-
ernment of limited powers. He certainly knows that the States
of this Union are complete and absolute sovereigns except in so
far as they have granted to the Federal Government certain of
their sovereign attributes.

My, McLEAN. States can not make treaties.

Mr. REED. States can not make treaties., but the Govern-
ment of the United States can not make a treaty which violates
the Constitution of the United States. If it did, then the Presi-
dent and the Senate alone could wipe out the Constitution of
the United States at any time they saw fit.

Mr. McLEAN. That is perfectly true.

Mr. REED. Does the Senator believe that?

Mr. McLEAN. What the Senator has said?

Mr. REED. Does the Senator believe that?

Mr, McLEAN. 1 certainly do.

Mr, REED. The Senator does? Then, if the Senate please,
I submit that as the final word on the authority of the Senator

‘as a constitutional lawyer, and I proceed to discuss the question.

Mr. McLEAN. Of course, we can not wipe out the Consti-
tution. The Constitution gives us the power to regulate this
subject by treaty, in my opinion. The Senator has said that
he thinks this is not a proper subject for international nego-
tiation.

Mr. REED. Obh, I did not say that. I said it was a proper
subject for international negotiation so long as the Govern-
ment of the United States limited the effect of its {reaty to
those waters over which it exercised complete soversiguty or
over which it exercised joint sovereiguty with cther natious.

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Alr. Presidest——
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. The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Missouri
yield to the Senator from Wyoming?, "

Mr. REED. I do.

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I wish to ask the Senator a ques-
ton.

We passed the law upon which this appropriation is based. So
far as we are concerned, it is now the law of the land. The
question of its constitutionality is not and can not be determined
in this body. There is but one place in which it can be deter-
mined. h

The law may or may not be constitutional. It is, however, at
present the law of the land. It has been in process of adminis-
tration. As I understand, an organization has been perfected
by the Secretary of Agriculture under the law, and it is now at
work. Whether it is working well or ill, I do not know. The
Secretary of Agriculture has asked $100,000 to go on with this
work. The House granted half that sum.

It has occurred to me that I would be hardly justified, even if
my private and personal opinion were that the law was uncon-
stitutional and might finally be determined to be unconstitu-
tional, in handieapping the operating of the Government under
this law while the law is upon the statute books and still in
force. Even if I held the view which the Senator from Missouri
holdg, that as an absolute dead certainty a law passed by two
bodies of Congress and signed by the President is unconstitu-
tional, I should hesitate to withhold my approval of an appro-
priation upon my own individual opinion as to the constitution-
ality of the law. That is a consideration for my own govern-
ment, of course.

Mr. REED. There are many questions upon which lawyers
differ. There is always a shadow land between that which is
constitutional and that which may be unconstitutional. When
a question is in that shadow land, all of us would naturally say
that the law having been enacted we certainly would give it
the benefit of the doubt.

Even then, however, as long as a reasonable doubt exists, I
put it to the Senator who asked me the question, if we ought to
set up a machinery costing thousands and tens of thousands
and hundreds of thousands of dollars until the constitutionality
of the statute has been determined, when that constitutionality
could be determined within 30 days of time without the slightest
difficulty, at least so far as the decision of one of the United
States courts is concerned?

We enn get to a point where there can be but little, if any,
doubt; and we are at that peint, in my opinion, in regard to
this bill. I have just stated to the Senate that the man who has
preached this propaganda himself came to me begging that the
law should not be tested. The Senator from Connecticut, when
he advoeated this bill in the first instance, did not profess to
declare it constitutional, for I remember interrogating him on
the floor, and his reply was that he was not a constitutional
lawyer; that some lawyers had said they thought it might
stand, or words to that effect. You have just heard the reasons
he gives here, which amount to this, that * the law is not con-
stitutional now, but we are going to make it constitutional by
negotiating a treaty with some foreign country,” Under those
circumstances, should we proceed to set up an expensive and
permanent machinery, or should we say to the Aftorney Gen-
eral, “ You have a general appropriation; you have your courts;
you have your prosecuting attorneys. It does not require any
large sum of money to try one of these cases; in fact, it does
not require a 5-cent nickel to test one of them, unless a brief is
written on appeal. You proceed now, and if this law is sus-
tained, we will set up this costly and expensive machinery for
you. We will get a man to go into every county of every State
to interfere with the rights of the local people. We will proceed
to let down the bars, and we will create this great board of
national game wardens”? But until and as long as this not
doubt, but certainty, in my opinion, exists that the law is un-
constitutional, why proceed to create this machinery?

Mr. WEEKS. Mpr. President

.The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Missouri
yield to the Senator from Massachusetts?
Mr. REED. I do.

Mr. WEEKS. The proposition before the Senate is to appro-
priate $50,000 for this purpose. You could not obtain a decent
man for the service for less than $1,500 a year. It might take
a thousand dollars a year to pay his traveling expenses. If we
_ appropriated $50.000, and it were all expended for service, that
would employ 20 men. Now, what does the Senator from
Missouri mean by “ creating a horde of Government employees ”
to carry out the purposes of this act?

AMr, REED. I mean to say that when yon enacted this law
you only asked for $10,000 to enforece it.

Mr. WEEKS. Why, Mr. President—

Mr. REED. At the next session of Congress we are con-
fronted with a request for $100,000, but with the statement
made to the committee that $20,000 will enable them to test the
law. Now, what is the use of employing 20 men, as the Senator
suggests, and sending them out to enforce the law? Those 20
men, if they were all we were to have, could no more enforce
this law than one township constable could preserve the peace
of the United States.

The only end that can be served by this appropriation is
merely to test the law. Fifty thousand dollars will not enforee
it. The crack of the shotzun will go on just as in the past.
The only effect will be to put some gentlemen in the eivil
service and to set up a permanent machinery now, and the next
time they will again multiply the amount by 10, and only the
Infinite One knows where their demands will cease.

I want to say to the Senator from Massachusetis that this
law can be tested without the expenditure of a penny: and T
want solemnly to assert that the Federal authorities have been
running away from a test of this law. I am about to submit
some evidence on that point,

Mr. WEEKS., Mr. President. every pothunter in the United
States has been crying out against the constitutionality of this
law for the past two years. If it were unconstitutional, why did
he not bring a test case and take it before the courts?

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I will tell you why he did not
bring a test case. This is a criminal statute. The only way
you can test it to save your life is to get arrested. They
have practically made no arrests except where the individual
would agree to plead guilty and pay a merely nominal fine,
They have refused to arrest men who proposed to test the law
and who had the ability to test it.

Mr. WEEKS. Mr. President, does the Senator mean to say
that there have not been arrests under this act and in every
case the person arrested has plead guilty? =

Mr. REED. I mean to say that every one of those arrests
has been of a man who either did not want to test the law
or was too poor to test the law, or, to use a somewhat slangy
expression, they were “fake™ arresis. I am about to show
the Senate that up to this hour they have declined fo make an
arrest where the people were able to test the law.

Mr, CLARK of Wyoming, Mr, President, will the Senator
yield to me for a moment?

Mr. REED. I yield.

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. The Senator makes a somewhat
startling criticism of the administration of the law within the
past 12 months; but that is not what I had in mind. The
committee recommends the appropriation of $20,000.

Mr. WEST. Ten thousand dollars. f

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming, I understand this to be a com-
mittee amendment that is now offered by the Senator from
Oklahoma, recommending the appropriation of $20.000. The
House recommended the appropriation of $30,000, I wish to
ask whether the Senator believes that $20,000 for this service
would be constitutional and $50,000 for this service would be
unconstitutional ?

Mr. REED. Oh, the Senator's wit is so refined that it is
absolutely unanswerable. To undertake to reply to that would
be to play with a razor that not only has two edges but is
nothing but edges. I would not dare touch it, lest I should
commit felo de se.

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming, We are all familiar with the man-
ner in which the Senator answers questions.

Mr. REED. The Senator did not ask that question in good
faith, did he? .

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. My question was directed to the
chairman of the committee, not to the Senator from Missouri.
I wish to say to the Senator from Missouri, however, that there
is a way to test this law, and that is to have the law itself ad-
ministered by the officers of the law. I am loath to believe
that under this administration or any other the officers of the
law have not honestly endeavored to prosecute offenders under
the law. It seems to me somewhat remarkable that the officers
charged npon their oath with the administration of the criminal
statutes should flee the responsibility which is placed upon
them.

The Senator's startling statement is what challenged my at-

tention. I am sorry to hear it.
Mr. REED. I am about to sustain it. The Senator is cor-
rect. Ile agrees with me exactly when I say that the way to

test this law is for the authorities to cause somebody’s arrest,
and to try him, and conviet him, and punish him if he does not
appeal.

Mr. OLARK of Wyoming. Has the Seunator, in the papers
which he has there, evidence or statements to the effect that
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the Department of Justice, or whoever is'charged with the
administration of this law, will not make an arrest and will not
attempt to execute the law where they think its constitution-
ality is likely to be challenged? If so, I am in favor of wiping
out all administrative appropriations of any nature for that
department.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, if I have not been so unfortu-
nate as to leave at my office part of this correspondence, I am
about to submit it; and if I have done so, I shall ask permis-
sion to submit it to-morrow morning.

The very earliest letter or two that I wrote with regard to
this law I have not with me at the present moment. The letter
that I now intend to read, in my opinion, sufficiently covers
the subject matter. It is as follows:

MagcH 9, 1914.

My DiEAR Mgp. ATTORNEY GENERAL: I am inclosing you a copy of m
}etttcr twrittnn you on Febroary 11, 1914 ; also your reply of the 1Tt
nstant.

My letter req[uests an opinlon ns to the validity of the national game
law. Your reply is to the effect that it will be your duty to enforce
the law, and for that and other reasons you can not give an opinion
as to lts validity.

I agree with you fully that it is your dug to attempt to enforce the
law if you belleve it to be constitutional. ow, I have to request that

ou do enforce the law. I am inclosing herewlith a telegram from Dr.
. H. Ragan, president of the Interstate Sportsmen's Protective Asso-
clation, which embraces a membership of 800 citizens of Missouri and
Kansas, stating that they have made application to the United States
commissioner and Federal judge—

I wish the Senator would listen to this,
Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I am listening.
Mr. REED (reading) :

stating that they have made application to the United Biates com-
missioner and Federal judge for a warrant charging them, or one of the
members of the club, with shooting ducks in violation of the law. The
committee have offered affidavits of eyewitnesses to the offense, but a
warrant has been refused.

I think these gentlemen are entitled to the prlvil&ge of being ar-
rested, The victim they prodoced, who is willing to offer himself upon
the altar of the Constitution, is no less than my personal friend,
Ed. F. Swinney, president of the First National Bank of Kansas City.
The men belonging to this orﬁnimt!on are not lawbreakers, but they
belleve the Federal game law in violation of the Constitution of the
United States.

It seems to me that the people are entitled to know whether this law
is or is not valid, and the only way that question can be determined
in the absence of an opinion from yourself, as the chief law officer o
the Government, Is to have a case tried In the courts,

The fact of the matter is that the law is being violated habitually
by practically everybody swho wants to shoot ducks or other game—at
least, such is my information. Now, it seems to me that the Govern-
ment should advise all citizens that the law is Invalld or else the Gov-
ernment shounld treat the law as valld and proteed against one or more
of the violators, to the end that the law may be settled.

Will you not kindly instruct the district attorney at Kansas City to
cause the arrest of one of these men at Kansas City against whom con-
clusive evidence of ahooting birds can be produced

Liberty has, indeed, sunk to a low ebb—

He was senmijocular or so intended to be—

Liberty has Indeed sunk to a low ebb when a citizen of the Republie
can not get himself arrested on request.

Tha g you for a reply at your earliest convenience, I am,

Yours, with greal respect,

That was dated March 9. I have the following reply from
the Department of Justice addressed to myself:

Marcm 17, 1914,

Drar Bir: I have the honor to acknowledge your letter of the 9th
instant to the Attorney General In reference to the Federal migratory-
bird law, in which you state that certain members of the Interstate
Sportsmen's Protective Association have made applleation to the United
States commissioner and the Faderal judge for a warrant charging them
or onc of the members of the club, with shooting ducks in violatlon o
the law, and you desire this department to instruct the United States
attoroey to cause the arrest of one of them so that the comstitutionality
of the Jaw may be tested.

The administration of the law is in charge of the Department of
Agriculture, and this department would prefer not to act in the matter
until a case has n reported to It by that department with clear
evidence proving a violation of the law.

Mr., ROBINSON. Mr. President—

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Missouri
yield to the Senator from Arkansas?

Mr. REED. I do.

Mr. ROBINSON. On Saturday when this subject was under
discussion I read a letter from the Secretary of Agriculture.
That letter was in reply to one written by me asking him as to
what action had been taken concerning the enforcement of this
law. He said that some prosecutions had occurred—four cases
in California in which pleas of guilty were entered, one case
in Oregon in which a plea of guilty was entered, and another in
Arkansas in which the same thing occurred—and that a news-
paper article had been called to his attention showing that in
one of the Western States some one had demurred to the indict-
ment on the ground that the act was unconstitutional and the
demurrer being overruled he had pleaded guilty. But in that
letter, which ig in the Recomp, on page 8350, the Secretary of
Agriculture st ed that no case had been found which the Soliei-

tor of the Department of Agriculture thought it advisable to
present to the Department of Justice, and I make the statement
that it is the policy of that department not to permit this act to
be tested; that its whole course since the law was passed has
been to prevent a determination of the guestion as to the consti-
tutionality of the act, and that that conclusion is plainly infer-
able and clearly implied from the letter which I read on last
Saturday and which is found on page 8350. In that letter the
Secretary of Agriculture said: .

The prosecution of cases arising under the law is under the jurisdie-
tion of the Department of Justice. So far no case has been presented
to this department which our solicitor has deemed it advisable to pre-
sent to the Department of Justice. I can not say when such a case will
be found. A number of violations of the act have been prosecuted,
however, in various States in which the defendants have pleaded guilty,
but these cases have not come to this department or afforded an oppor-
tunity for a test of the law.

Omitting a part of the letter, of which I have stated the
substance already, it proceeds: :

The degartment itself, so far, has not reported a case to the Attorney
General, but has investigated numerous alleged violations, and in every
case has found that the facts did not warrant indictments, -

Mr. BRYAN. Will the Senator read in this connection a
part of the letter from the Secretary of Agriculture on page
8355 of the Recorp?

Mr. ROBINSON. Yes; that letter wgs inserted in the Rec-
orp by the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. McLEAN]. .

Mr. BRYAN. I will read it.

As to the matter of testing the law, I personally have no desire to
press the matter. The only question is whether it can be kept out of
the courts, There is pressure on the Department of Justice to have the
law tested.

Mr. ROBINSON. I think that confirms the statement I
made, that it is the policy of the Department of Agriculture to
avoid any determination of the constitutionality of this act.

Mr. THOMPSON. Mr. President, I should like to call the
attention of the Senator from Arkansas to a statement also in
the letter on page 8350, that another prosecution is now pend-
ing in the State of Arkansas where this question will come up.

Mr. WEEKS. Will the Senator speak louder?

Mr. ROBINSON. I understand the case will be dismissed.

Mr. WARREN. We can not hear the conversation, Mr.
President.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, the significant thing is that the
Secretary of Agriculture makes this statement:

As to the matter of testing the law, I personally have no desire to
ress the matter. The only gquestion is whether it can be kept out of
he courts.

Then the Attorney General writes me the administration of
this law is in the charge of the Department of Agriculture, and
the department would prefer not to act in the matter until a
cage has been reported to it by that department with clear
evidence proving a violation of the law. The gentleman who is
charged with the duty of enforcing the law says he has not
any interest in enforeing it, and that the only thing he wants to
do—for that is what the language means—is to keep out of
the courts, if he can keep out of the courts. Then you want to
give him £50,000 to do what? To spend in a case where he
says he does not want to get into the court.

Mr. WEEKS. If the Senator will permit me, I will tell him
one respect in which the money would be expended. It is pro-
posed to send men into the southern fields where these birds
migrate, and as far as possible make inventories of the birds,
to see the effect of the law from last year to this year, and deter-
mine whether the act is going to be beneficial or not.

Mr. REED. In other words, we are going to have a man
down there counting wild ducks, to find out how many of them
have been kept from being killed by a law that they are afraid
to enforce.

Mr. WEEKS. We are going to try to prevent the birds of
this country from getting into the condition wild animals are in,
where we have to go over to the zoological garden to find them.

Mr. REED. Oh, your intentions are all right. I want to say
to the Senator from Massachusetts and to the Senator from
Connecticut, and to every Senator upon this floor, that every
moment you waste keeping upon the statute books a law that
its author doubts, and that the executive branch of the Gov-
ernment dare not enforee, you have lost that mueh time in hav-
ing passed laws in the various States that can be enforced, and
which will protect the game. Every moment you spend travel-
ing a wrong read you waste that much time which ought to be
spent traveling the right road. Every moment you concentrate
the efforts of the people of this country who love game and
want to protect it along a false line, just that long you postpone
the day when game can be and will be protected.

Now, I want to say to both the Senators who have spoken here
that I expect that I am a betfer gamester than either one of
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them, and I expect I have spent more time in hunting game and
as much effort in protecting game as either of them, if we except
the misdirected but very humane efforts that have heen put for-
ward by the Senator in passing this unconstitutional law.

But I proceed with this letter. Mark now, this is a game of
battledore and shuftlecock. My friend from Arkansas went
to the Department of Agriculture to get the enforcement, and
they told him they did not eare to get into the courts, and that
what generally the violator of the law wants to do is to keep
out of the courts. I go to the Attorney General, and the Attor-
ney General pushes me up to the Department of Agricultore. I
presume that my friend RopiNsoN and I passed each other as we
were being kicked from one department over to the other. We
were birds of passage, and there was no game law to protect us,
not even the subject of a treaty. I read on:

The administration of the law is in charge of the Department of Agri-
enlture, and this depertment would prefer not to act ln the matter until
a case has been reported to it by that department with elear evidence
proving a violation of the law. The evlidence must be very clear.

Mr. President, a few weeks ago, all over the West and South,
you could hear the crack of the shotgun from morning until
night, The pothunter was abroad in the land and laughing at
this foolish law. There was no more difficulty in finding a man
who was guilty of shooting game within that sacred limit, that
had been fixed not by Congress but by the Secretary of Agri-
culture, than there would have been to have gone on the streets
of the city and find a white man. Yet they could not get a case
with evidence. It had to be very clear evidence. When men
were going upon the trains every day with their guns in their
cases and their hunting clothes; when they were camping out
along rivers and lakes; when they were boldly carrying their
game over their backs through the streets of the city, the Gov-
ernment could not get a case strong enough to prosecute. The
reagon is, as stated by the Secretary of Agriculture, in effect,
that they wanted to keep out of court. I will read on:

Inquiry at the Department of Aﬁ:‘!ca!lure has developed the fact
that that department intends within a few days to report to this

department several cases for prosecution, in which the constitutionality
of the law can be properly ralied.

Of course, you go out here and arrest some hunter who has
856 or $2 in his pocket and has an old muzzle-loading shotgun,
the kind of men they pick out, Such a man would plead guilty;
he could not test the constitutionality of the aet; but you could
not go down and arrest men who were able to defend themselves.

You will easily see—
And I call attention to this—

the impropriety of this department’'s attempting to prosecnie cases
which are in reality collusive, and to issue warrants of arrest for per-
sons who themselves come forward and claim to have been guilty of
violating a Federal statute.

They were hunting with a vengeance for somebody to prose-
cute; they were keen upon the scent, indeed, when they would
not file a charge against the man who came in and said, “ Here
I am; I shot a duck. Here it is. Arrest me and I will see
whether you have got a good law or a bad law.”

Mr. President, I wrote in reply to that on March 23. It is
addressed to Mr, Underwood :

1 am replylng to {om— March 17 letter, written in reply to mine of
the 9th, in which stated to you that the Interstate Sportsmen's
Protective Assoclatlon had made application to (he United BStates
commissloner and Federal judge for a warrant charging one of thelr
members with shooting ducks In violation of the law, and in which
1 suggested that a case of that character ought to be brought in order
to test the constitutionality of the law.

1 further stated that the committee stood ready to furnish aflidavits
of eyewitnesses to the violation, and that these affidavits were against
E. I". S8winney, president of the First National Bank of Kansas City,
In a word, | stated in my letter that there was abundant evidence of
an actual violation of the law.

You inform me that the administration of the law is in chnr?: of the
Department of Agriculture. It is true that the Department of Justice
has not been deprived of its right to enforce the criminal fealures of
the law agninst all violators.

You say: * Yon will easily sce the impropriety of this department's
attempting to prosecute ecases which are In reality collusive and to
issue warrants for arrest of persons who themselves come forward and
claim to have been gullty of violating a Federal statote.”

With all due respect to you, I see mo such impropriety, It may be
that your experience in the Depsrtment of Justice has given you a
more exalted conception of legal ethies than is possessed b‘\]' the ordi-
nary lawyers and judges with whom 1 have associated, but in my
Liumble career as n lawyer nnd sometime prosecutor I have always
found when the constitutionality of a law was seriously questioned that
it was thought bt%h]y proper to cause an arrest of some person who de-
glred to test the law and, npon undisputed and admitted facts, bring
the case to n speedy rermination. .

One reason | want the law tested is that now there is an item in the
Agricultural appropriation bill of $50.000 to be expended in the en-
forcement of u';'fl law, and I am unwilling that this apgroprlatlon shall
be made and a large sum of money expended thereunder if we are to
find after the money has been expended that the law is not worth the
paper it is written on. I do not think we sre warranted in going on
and making the appropriation and wasting a large part of the money
tl;e;elnuset aside Leeause of the supersensitive nature of the Department
of Justlce,

It seems to me this wery practical problem ought mot to fail of
speedy solution because of the overscrupulosity of the department re-
garding the ethical proprieties,

I may add that I adgressed my lefter to the Attorncy General, and I
should {ike to have It laid before him.

Yours, very truly, .

Mr. President, from that day to this there has not been any
prosecution. I did get a letter saying that if I would file th
affidavit they might proceed. y

It seems to me that this matter ought to be met in a per-
fectly sane and practical way. If those who are interested
in the law think they have even a remote chanee to obtain a
decision sustaining it as constitutional, then they ought to pro-
ceed with all vigor, because to-day, as they know and will not
deny, this law is ignored substantially by everyone from the
Atlantic to the Pacific, except a few men who prefer to forego
their shooting to the naked possibility of the annoyance of an
arrest.

They ought, therefore, to welcome the opportunity to test it.
If it be a valid law and binding, then its enforcement will fol-
low as a matter of course, and obedience to it will become well-
nigh universal, without a single additional arrest bein~ made.
The only violations thereafter will be by those men who are
willing to take the chances of violating a law, hoping to escape.
Those men constitute a small per cent of the real hunters of
the country. That method, if the law be constitutional, will
preserve the game; it will put a stop almost at once o 95 per
cent of the killing at least; but =o long as the nuthors of the law
and the aunthorities of the Government refuse to wccept the
challenge that is issued by these sportsmen's associations, and
the law goes unenforced and untested, the result will be in the
future just what it has been in the past, that the slaughter of
game will go on uninterrupted and unchecked. Every day yon
delay the testing of this law you increase the slaughter of the
game in this country.

Mr. McLEAN rose.

Mr. REED. The Senator will ask me if the Iaw is declared
unconstitutional whether we really lose anything, for, if it is
declared unconstitutional, we have all the law left after it is
declared unconstitutional that we had before, and I grant that
proposition,

Mr. McLEAN. No. If the Senator will pardon me, I wish
to say that I should agree with him in his poesition but for
the fact that the enforcement of the law will not be required
now until the opening of another shooting season, as the shoot-
ing sensons now are closed throughout the United States under
State laws.

Mr. REED. Yes. Then—if the Senator will pardon me for
making this merely a personal colloquy—why not test this law
now? 3

Mr. McLEAN. I was about to reply to the Senator. I should
agree with him that the only thing to do is to test this law,
and to test it at once, but for the fact which I have tried to
make plain to the Senator, that not only in my opinion, but in
the opinion of the senior Senator from New York [Mr. Root],
who first introduced the resolution requesting the President to
negotiate treaties with foreign nations; in the opinion of the
late Senator from Georgia, Mr. Bacon, with whom I discussed
this subject at length; in the opinion of the late Senator from
Idaho, Mr. Heyburn, and of others who were Interested in the
matter when it was under discussion and they were in the
Sennte—but especially Senator Bacon insisted upon it—the
treaty with Great Britain and the treaties with other countries
were the only means that would effectively protect the migra-
tory birds; that even a constitutional amendment would only
in a measure cover the subject; that it was not merely a State
question; that it was not merely a Federal guestion, but that
it was a question which interested the entire Western Hemi-
sphere,

It was my belief then, and it is my belief now—though I do
not undertake to prophesy—that the nations of the Western
Hemisphere sooner or later—and the sooner the better—if they
wish to preserve the good opinion of posterity, will follow the
example of the nations of Europe and will protect the migratory
birds of this hemisphere by international agreement, for that is
the only way in which .. ea.. be done.

Mr. REED. Well, if that be so——

Mr. McLEAN. If the Senator will pardon me until I have
finished——

Mr. REED. Certainly.

Mr. McLEAN. That treaty Is pending; it has been submitied
by the British ambassador to his Government; and we have
every reason to belleve that it will be returned to the Senate for
a decision. If that treatv is ratified by the Senate and takes
into consideration the terms of the existing law

Mr. REED, Which is unconstitutional.

e —
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Mr. McLEAN. No; there is where the Senator and T differ.
Suppose we assume that it is uncoustitutional without the inter-
national agreement; we will assume that

Mr. REED. You will assume that?

Mr. McLLEEAN. There are plenty of instances where jurisdic-
tion remains with the State until by treaty it is assuomed by the
Federal Government. The Senator from Missouri will not dis-
pute that,

Mr. REED. I think I should have to do so.

Mr. McLEAN. I can refer to five or six cases, from Ware
against Hylton down to Griggs against Geofrys, where the Su-
preme Court has clearly announced the principle which I main-
tain.

Now, when we come to discuss the treaty, if the “enator from
Missounri is right, we must look for some other way; there is no
question about that; but in my opinion, if the Senator will give
the subject his eareful study, he will by the time that treaty is
presented to the Senate entirely agree, I will not say with me,
pbut with the constitutional lawyers of the Senate, who agree
with me.

Mr. REED. I wish the Senator from Connecticut would file
an opinion of a constitutional lawyer of the Senate which will
state that if the United States makes a treaty with England
in regard to migratory birds, thereupon its constitutional powers
will be extended over the various States, and that that subject
matter will be taken away from the purview of their legisla-
tive authority. I should like to see that kind of an opinion of
a constitutional lawyer of the Senate or of any other body.

AMr. McLEAN. I can show the Senator the opinions of the
Supreme Court of the United States, which would be better than
my opinion.

Mr. REED. Well, really, I suppose the Senafor and I will
disagree when we come to reading such an opinion.

Mr. President, if what the Senator from Connecticut says is
true—and what he said was not apropos to anything I was
arguing when he rose to his feet; but that was entirely satis-
factory to me—then, the first thing to do would be to repeal
this law and get it out of the way, because if there was such
a thing as a right to regulate by treaty, we would have to depend
upon the treaty and subsequent legislation, and not upon a law
which had been already passed, which was dead when it was
born, and into which you would undertake the hopeless task
of breathing life by virtue of a subsequent act.

Mr. McLEAN. Mr. President, not at all, because the treaty
should take into consideration the existence of this very law.
That is the reason I want this appropriation.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I think the line of difference be-
tween the Senator from Connecticut and myself is so wide that
we hardly need to pursue the subject. If it be true that the
Federal Government can take over to itself powers to control
the internal affairs of the States, or, fo state it differently—
for it can not take them over, and if it attempts to do so its law
js invalid—if that law can be made valid by negotiating a
treaty with England or with some other country, then there is
no use in my discussing the question of the Constitution at all.
I suppose the Senator now would have the Department of
Agriculture wait to institute prosecutions until the treaty to
which he has referred has been negotiated.

Mr, McLLEAN. I will say frankly to the Senator that if the
treaty fails the next thing is to test the constitutionality of the
law. ;

Mr. REED. First, however, we must spend $50,000, and then
we must try to negotiate a treaty with England, and after all
that has been done, we are going finally to submit to arresting
gomebody who will test the law, and that is what you want
$50,000 of the taxpayers’ money for. y

Mr. McLEAN. There will be no oceasion to spend a dollar
of the money until after we have had an opportunity to ratify
the treaty.

Mr. REED. T understood some Senator to say a little while
ago that you were going to use this money, not to enforce the
law but to count the ducks in the swamps down South.

Myr. McLEAN. The Senator from Missouri understands that
every dollar which may be appropriated for the Department of
Justice is subject to the command of that department to enforce
this law.

Mr. REED. Then why make this appropriation? Why not
let the Department of Justice make use of such money as it has
alrsi\llable. and go ahead and enforce the law? Here as a propo-
sition——

Mr. McLEAN. I mean to test it in the courts.

Mr. REED. Let us put it in plain, simple language.

You

have a law that the Department of Agriculture is afraid to try
to enforce, that the Department of Justice is afraid to try to
enforce, and the Senator, as the author of that law, asks that

we shall appropriate $50,000, but that §50,000 is not to be ex-

pended until we have negotiated a treaty with England; and if

that treaty with England is finally accepted, then, and in that
event, and only in that event, we will expend some money trying,
to enforce the statute, hoping that the treaty may have injected

constitutionality into that which was unconstitutional. As sng-

gesed by the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Gorg], it is a sort of

legal naturalization,

In the meantime, however, we will have this §50.000, which
the Senator from Massachuseits [Mr. WeEgs] says will be used
to inventory birds to ascertain what effect the enactment of a
Iaw which is not enforeed will have upen migratory birds., I
submit that that is not a question of law at all; that is n sort
of psychological proposition—what effect an unenforced law will
have upon the number of birds. I do not know to what depart-
ment of the Government such a matter ought to go—possibly to
the astronomical obsgervatory. [Laughter.]

Mr, McLEAN. Mr. President, I wish Senators wonld confine
this debate to questions at issue. I would like to c¢all the Sena-
tor's attention to the fact that my reason for desiring an appro-
priation is that if we do ratify the treaty and do not appropriate
any money, then next fall, when we need the meney and Con-
gress is not in session, we will not be able to get it.

Mr. REED. Why, Mr. President, we are not going to ratify
any such treaty at this session of Congress; the freaty is not
made. I do not know whether it will ever be made; but if it
is ever made it certainly ecan not be submitted until the next
session of Congress, and when it is submitted and approved
Congress will be in session. If it is then discovered that by
making a treaty you have made that constitutional which was
previously unconstitutional, or have extended the Constitution
and amended it by virtue of a treaty—if yon have done that,
then two things follow: First, you do not need any treaty if
you have made the law constitutional ; and, second, even if you
did need an apprepriation, all you would have to do would be
to make the appropriation at that session of Congress, the same
session of Congress at which you adopt the treaty that is going
to amend the Constitution of the United States.

The truth is that there is not the slightest excuse in the
world for appropriating one penny for this purpose at this time.
Why? Because we have all the machinery of justice; we have
our United States marshals; we have our United States distriet
attorneys; we have our United States courts; we have our
juries; and all of them are in good working order. Further-
more, the Department of Justice has a general appropriation,
and all that is necessary is simply to get the evidence in one
case. Such evidence has been tendered, and I now in open Sen-
ate tender the evidence te the Department of Justice. I agree
to make it good and to produce a man who will walk into court
and say over his own signature that he shot the birds and that
he shot them on a given day in the State of Missouri; but with
that sort of a case they do not dare to go to trial.

It is absurd to ask for money to enforce a law when the man
who is named to enforce it says himself he wants to keep ount
of court. The migratory-bird law does not need a special ap-
propriation. If it is a valid law, it can be enforced under the
general appropriations. The truth is there has been a cam-
paign made here by telegrams; Senators have been flooded with
them; they have been told that a lot of men wanted to destroy
the game, that such men are * game hogs,” and you have been
led to believe that certain men are the enemies of bird protec-
tion. The fact of the matter is that the men in my State who
have been so characterized by Mr. Hornaday have been the men
who have spent their time and their money in having put upoen
the statutes of the State of Missouri valid and binding game
laws of a very stringent character. They are men who were
instromental in passing a law there which absolutely prohibited
the killing of game for, I think, some three or four years: they
are the men who are ready to stand back of au honest enforce-
ment of any valid law that can be brought forward; but they
recognize the fact that if you have an unconstitutional law
upon the statute books it will be disregarded, and the result
will be that you break down the respect of the people for the
game laws.

These men recognize another fact, that if you are properly to
proteet the migratory birds you must proceed within the limits
of the States, and that a State, having no jurisdiction beyond
its borders, can only protect the game when that game comes
within its borders; but at the same time these men who want
to protect bird life and who belong to associantions interested
in the protection of bird life can easily secure, and have indeed
to a large extent secured, the enactment of laws in States that
lie within the same general zone, which give protection at the
proper season of the year to migratory birds which pass over
that zone.
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These men are not game hogs. These men want to-pursue
the right path. These men rise to protest and say that every
day yon waste with a law upon the statute beoks thut will ulti-
mately be stricken down is that much time lost in the proper
prosecution of a plan which will result in the protection of gnme,

Mr. President, I insist that the utmost that onght to be granred
is $20.000; and so far as 1 am concerned, I think the item ought
to be stricken out altogether. It is a strange thing to be asking
Congress to appropriate $50.000 of the people’s mouney when both
of the factions charged with the enforcement of this law refuse
iv move. It is a strange thing to ask for the approprintion of
$50,000 for a purpose of this kind. when the best the author of
the bill himself ean say is that he thinks now the bill will be
constitutional provided we negotiate a treaty with foreign
powers and in sowe mysterious way breathe the life of cousti-
tutionality into the dead form of a statute that was born deud.

If the desire is to enact a statute of this kind, it ought to be
precaded. uot by a treaty. but by an amendment fo the Consti-
tution of the United States.

So far as I nm concerned, T am looking at this question from
a broader standpoint. and I hope with a clearer light. than is
involved in even the question of constitutionality. We have
come to this sort of situation in our country—thnt every man
who wants td have any kind of legislation or accomplish any
kind of result comes liere to Congress. We have a government
of boards and of commissions that have taken over to them-
selves the powers that were formerly exercised by Congress or
by some one of the several States. We undertake, or are asked
to undertake, to prescribe the gualifications for voters. We are
asked now to undertnka to regulate, if not the habit and flight
of the birds. at least the habit of the citizen of the State. Then,
when you nsk a learned Senator, who has given the bill months
of his time and consideration, to put his finger on the clause
of the Constitution of the United States which gives us that
power, lie answers that he can not put it upon any elause, but
just in a general way he puts his hands upon the whole of the
Constitution and upon the treaty-making power of the Govern-
ment. We are now asked fo conclude that a sovereign State
can no longer regulate the killing of game within its borders,
because we are about to give the Constitution some new con-
struction or new meaning or new extension by making a treaty
with Great Britain. If we will just mnke enough treaties, after
a while we will not have any Constitution left.

Mr. WEST. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Missourl
yield to the Senator from Georgia?

Mr. REED. 1 do.

Mr. WEST. Might we not take away the rights of a State,
as in California, by making treaties in reference to citizenship?

Mr. REED. Mr. President, that opens up a rather broad
field; but as far as I am concerned I have not the slightest
doubt in the world that the State of California had the right
to say to the Japanese, to the Chinaman, or to any other alien:
“ You ean not vote and you can not exercise other rights which
our citizens possess.” I never had any doubt of that. I hope
the day will never come when the Senate of the United States
and the President can make a treaty that will take nway the
sovereign rights of the good old State of Georgia, or the rights
of the State of Missouri, or the rights of any other State.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the amendment
proposed by the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Gore].

. Mr. McLEAN. On that I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Secretary pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. CHILTON (when his name was called). I announce my
pair as on the previous vote, and withhold iy vote,

Mr. SBAULSBURY (when his name was called). I transfer
my pair with the junior Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. CoLT]
to the junior Senator from Tennessee [Mr. SHrerps]| and will
vote. I vote “ yea,”

Mr. SMITH of Georgia (when his name was called). I trans-
fer my general pair with the senior Senator from Massachusetts
[Mr. Lobge] to the junior Senator from Ohio [Mr. POMERENE]
and will vote. I vote “yea.”

Mr. THOMAS (when his name was called).
my pair, and withhold my vote.

Mr, WALSH (wben his name was called). I again announce
my pair with the senior Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Lip-
rrrr] and, in view of his absence, withhold my vote.

Mr. WARREN (when his name was called). I again an-
nounce my pair with the senior Senator from Florida [Mr.
Frercaer] and withhold my vote.

Mr. WEEKS (when his name was called).

I again announce

I transfer my
general pair with the juonior Senator from Kentucky [Mr.
James] to the senivr Senator from Ohio [Mr, BurTox] and will
vote. I vote “nay.”

Mr, WILLTAMS (when his name was called). Repeating the
announcement made by me upon the last roll eall, I vote “nay.”

The roll eall was concluded.

Mr, OVLRMAXN. I wish to announce again the fact that my
colleag 1e [Mr. SiMyons] is absent on account of sickn~ss,

Mr. GALLINGER. I transfer my pair with the junior Sena-
tor from New York [Mr. O'GormanN] to the senior Senator from
Minnesota [Mr. NeLson] and will vote. I vote * nay.”

Mr. DILLINGHAM. I transfer my pair with the senior Sen-
ator from Maryland [Mr. Sanira] to the senior Senator from
Michigan [Mr. Smita] and will vote. I vote * nay.”

Mr. DU PONT. I have a general palr with the senior Sena-
tor from Texas [Mr., CuLpersox|], but on this vote our obliga-
tions are canceled. I therefore vote * nay.”

Mr. STERLING. I announce the absence of my collengue
[Mr. Ceawrorp] and that he is paired with the senior Senator
from Tennessee [Mr. Lea]. If my colleague were present and
at liberty to vote, he would vote * nay.”

Mr. KERN. I transfer my pair with the senior Sercator from
Kentucky [Mr. Braprey] to the senior Senator from New Jer-
sey [Mr. MarTINE] and will vote. I vote * yen.”

Myp. BANKHEAD (after baving voted in the affirmative). I
announce my pair as on the last vote, and will let my vote
stand.

Mp, TILLMAN. I transfer my pair with the junior Senator
from Wisconsin [Mr. StepHENSON] to the junior Senator from
New Jersey [Mr. Huenes] and will vote. I vote ** yea.”

Mr. GALLINGER. I desire to announce a pair existing be-
tween the junior Senator from New Mexico [Mr. Carrox] and
the junior Senator from Illincis [Mr. LEwis].

Mr. BRISTOW. I desire to announce that the senior Senator
from Kentucky [Mr. Beaprey] has been ealled to that State on
important business and can not be here to-day.

The result was announced—yeas 16, nays 34, as follows:

YEAS—16.
Bankhead Martin, Va. Robinson Smith, 8. C,
Bryan Overman Saulsbury Tillman
Gore Rangdell Shafroth Vardaman
Kern Reed Smith, Ga. West

NAYS—34.
Ashurst dn T"ont Lee, Md. Sherman
Bmdﬁ Gallinger MeCumber Smoot
Brandegee Gronna MeLean Bterling
Bristow Hollis Norris Thompson
Burleigh Johnson Ollver Townsend
Chamberlain Jones ‘age Weeks
Clapp Kenyon Perkins Williams
Cummins La Follette Poindexter
Dillingham Lane Bheppard

NOT VOTING—45.

Borah Goff 0O'Gorman Stephenson
Bradley Hitcheock Owen tone
Burton ughes Penrose Sutherland
Catron James Pittman Swanson
Chilton Lea, Tenn. Pomerene Thomas
Clark. Wyo. Lewis oot Thoranton
Clarke, Ark, Llolzlpltt Shields Walsh
Colt Lodge Shively Warren
Crawford Martine, N. J. Simmons Works
Culberson Myers 8mith, Ariz,
Fall Nelson Bmith, Md.
Fletcher Newlands Bmith, Mich,

So Mr. Gore's amendment was rejected.

Mr. KERN. I move that the Senate adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 o'clock and 55 minutes
p. m.) the Senate adjourned until to-morrow, Wednesday, May
13, 1914, at 12 o'clock meridian.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
Tuesvay, May 12, 1914.

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

The Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D. D., offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

We bless Thee, our Father in heaven, for the disclosures
Thou hast made of Thyself in the great book of nature, in the
written word. in the marvelous progress of the race toward
the higher civilization. Continue, we beseech Thee, Thy provi-
dence, a potent influence in the affairs of men. that evil may,
diminish, good increase, till all the world shall know Thee,
worship Thee, and praise Thy holy name. That Thy kingdom
may come and Thy will be done on earth as it is in heaven,
In His name. Amen. I

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
approved.

TAXATION IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMEIA.

The SPEAKER. The unfinished business coming over from
yesterday is the District of Columbia tax bill, H. R. 12873, on
which the previous question was ordered yesterday.
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Mr. MANN. A parliamentary inguiry, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. MANN. The parlinmentary inquiry I wish to make is
whether there is one amendment or whether there are two
amendments? ;

The SPEAKER. The Chair understood the chairman of the
Commiittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union to re-
port that there was one,

Mr. MANN. Asa matter of fact, there were two amendments,
but I have no objection to their being considered as one if it is
g0 understood.

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Speaker, there was only one amendment to
the substitute offered by the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Crosser].
The amendment to the substitute was agreed to and the sub-
stitute as amended was agreed to. :

Mr, MANN. There was also an amendment striking out the
remainder of the bill.

Mr. ADAIR. I beg the gentleman’'s pardon. that was done by
unanimous consent,

Mr. MANN. It was nevertheless an amendment. However,
I am perfectly willing that it should be considered as one
amendment. There was an amendment striking out all after
section 1.

The SPEAKER. The Chair does not quite nuderstand.

Mr. MANN. As a matter of fact, there was an amendment
agreed to in the nature of a substitute for the entire bill on the
Yeading of section z. After that, by unanimous consent, there
wige another amendment agreed to, striking out the rest of the
bill, beginning with section 2.

Mr. ADAIR. The gentleman from Illineis is correct.

The SPEAKER. Then there are two amendments. Is a
separate vote demanded on any amendtiment?

Mr. MANN. I ask for a separate vote on the amendment
adopting the substitute.

AMr. LEVY. Mr. Speaker, is it in order to move to recommit
the bill?

The SPEAKER. It is not now in order.

Mr. JOHNSON of Kentucky. Mr. Speaker. in order that the
Speaker may correctly understand the situation, it is this: The
bill as originally introduced was reported back to the House
with sundry amendments. As soon as the first section of the
bill was read the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Crosser] offered a
substitute by striking out all after the enacting clause and in-
serting certain matter thereafter. After the gentleman Irom
Ohio had offered his substitute I offered an amendment to that
substitute, striking out all except the first word thereof and
inserting other matter in lieu of that in the substitute. My
amendment to the substitute was adopted in Committee of the
Whole, and then that substitute as amended was adopted. That
is the situajon. Then the remainder of the bill was stricken
out by unanimous conscnt.

The SPEAKER. What was the Crosser substitute for—the
whole bill or a part of it?

Mr. JOANSON of Kentucky.
whole bill,

The SPEAKER. Does the amendment of the gentleman from
Kentucky go to the whole bill, too?

Mr. JOHNSON of Kentucky. All except one word.

The SPEAKER. What was the reason for the amendment
striking out certain parts of the bili?

AMr. MANN. These provisions were offered when section 1
was read, and notice was given that if agreed to the gentleman
would move to strike out the rest of the hill section by section,
and then, by unanimous comsent, it was stricken out as one
amendment. It does not make a particle of difference, except
to have it straight on the record.

The SPEAKER. The Chair ig inclined to the opinion that
there is only one amendment. After the Johnson substitute
was ngreed to, if that covered the whole bill, the Chair does
not see what the necessity was of a motion to strike out any
other section, beeause it had all been swallowed up in the substi-
tute,

M1, MANN. Baut, Mr. Speaker, the bill had not been read.

The SPEAKER. Then there are two amendments pending
here,

Mr. JOIINSON of Kentucky. The Speaker will please bear
in mind that the Crosser substitute as amended is a substitute
for the whole bill.

Mr. MANN. I am quite willing, if the gentleman asks unani-
mous consent, that it shall be considered as an amendment to
the entire bill.

Mr. JOHNSON of Kentucky. I am putting the proposition to
thé Chair for his ruling thereon.

It was a substitute for the

The SPEAKER. If the Johnson amendment to the Crosser
substitute was addpted, that is one thing. If another amend-
ment was offered to strike out certain sections of the bill, that
is another thing.

Mr. J?HKSON of Kentucky. The other sections necessarily
went out, <

The SPEAKER. What was the use or propriety of making a
motion to strike them out. It was a complete surplusage, if the
gentleman’s amendment and the Crosser substitute covered the
wheole bill.

Mr. MANN. My, Speaker, the situation would be identically
as suggzested if the House should agree to the Johnson amend-
ment; but suppose the House shonld not agree to the Johnson
amendment, then it would be for the HHouse to determine
whether it would strike out the rest of the bill.

Mr., GARNER. Mr, Speaker, in order to get the thing
straight on the record, I ask unanimous consent that the
i‘i}oluﬁff;)‘u amendment be considered as an entire substitute for

he bill,

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas asks unanimous
consent that the Johnson amendment be considered as one
amendment fo the bill. Is there objection? [After a pause.}
The Chair hears none. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment, -

The question was taken, and the Chair annonnced that the
ayes seemed to have it

Mr. CROSSER. Mr. Speaker, on that I demand a division.

Mr. MANN, Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order that
there is no querum present,

The SPEAKER. The gentleman®from Ohio [Mr. Crossezr]
demands a division, and the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MANN]
makes the point of order that there is no quorum present.

Mr. CROSSER. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw the demand for
a division.

Mr. JOHNSON of Kentucky. Mr. Speaker, I object to the
gentleman withdrawing the demand for a division.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I understand the gentle-
man from Ohio [Mr. Crosser] desires a vote. If he withdraws
his demand for a division, we will-have to have two votes. If
he lets the House divide, we will get the automatic roll, and the
House will vote when the roll is called.

Mr. MANN. It will in any event, because the question has
been submitted. .

: Mli. JOHNSON of Kentucky. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary
nquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it

Mr. JOHNSON of Kentucky., Mr. Speaker, the gquestion has
been submitted to the Heouse, and upon that it appeared evi-
dent that a quorum did not answer. Thereupon the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. Crosser] asked for a division in continuation
of the vole which had been partially taken. Then the gentle-
man from Illinois [Mr. Mann] mude the point of no quornm.

The SPEAKER. Yes.

Mr. JOIINSON of Kentucky. The question that arises in my
mind now is this: Is the statuos such that whenever this vote
is now taken, it will be taken by a call of the yeas and nays?

Mr. GARNER. Assuredly.

Mr. MANN. Undoubtedly. It is an automatie call.

The SPEAKER. That is correct.

Mr. JOHNSON of Kentueky. That is what I am after.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will count to determine if there
is a quorum present. The Chair will ask the gentleman from
Illinois a question. Suppose the gentleman from Ohio with-
draws his demand for a division, will the gentleman from Illi-
nois withdraw his point of order? -

Mr. MANN. No; because I want an automatic roll eall.

The SPEAKER (after eounting). One hundred and sixty-
five Members present; not a quorum. The Doorkeeper will lock
the doors, the Sergeant at Arms will notify the absentees, and
the Clerk will eall the roll. When the roll is called those In
favor of the amendment which was agreed to in the Commitiee
of the Whole as a substitute will, when their names are ealled,
answer “ yen,” and those opposed will answer “nay.” The Clerk
will call the roll.

The Clerk called the roll; and there were—yens 131, nays 165,
answered © present” 9, not voting 128, as follows:

YEAS—131,
Abercrombia Borchers Cary Dent
Adair Borland Church Dickinson
Adamson Buchanan, Tex. Claypool Dies
Alexander Burgess line Dixon
Aswell Burke, Wis. Collier Donovan
Barkley Burnett Connelly, Kans.  Doolittle
Barnhart Byrns, Tenn. 0x Duughion
Barton Cantrill Cramton Engle
Bathrick Caraway Cullop Edwards
Beall, Tex. Carr Davenport Falzon
Blackmon Carter Decker Fergusson




8456

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—IIOUSE.

May 12,

Ferris

Ficlds

Fowler
Francis

Gard

Garner
Garvett, Tenn.
Garrett, Tex.
Godwin, N. C.

Hamlin
Hammond
Harrison
Haugen
Hayden
Heflin
Helm
Helvering
Henry

Ainey

Allen
Anderson
Anthony
Austin

Avis

Bailey
Baker

Baltz
Beakes

Bell, Cal.
Booher
Bowidle
RBritten
Brockson
Broussard
Brown, N. Y.
Browne, Wis.
Browning

Bryan
Buchanan, I11.

Lhaudler, N,
Coady

Conry
Cooper
Copley
Covington
Crosser .
Curry
Ilanforth
Dillon
Drukker
Dunn

Dapré
Edmonds
Esch
Estopinal

Clancy
Guernsey

Hamilton, N. Y.

Alken
Ansberr;
Ashbroo
Barehfeld
Bartholdt
Bartlett

11, Ga.
Brodbeck
Brown, W. Va.
Bruckner
Brumbaugh
Burke, I'a.
Butler
Calder
Callaway
Candler, Miss.
Carew
Carlin

Cnseg

Clark, Fla.
Clayton
Connolly, Towa
Crisp

Dale
Davis
Deitrick
Dershem
Difenderfer
nohoe
Dooling
Doremns
Driscoll

So the amendment in the nature of a substitute was rejected.
The Clerk announced the following pairs:
On this vote:

Mr. BELn of Georgia with Mr. Hayres.

For the balance of the day:
Mr. Davis with Mr. HiNps.

Houston Morgan, Okla.
Howard Moss, Ind. .
Hughes, Ga, Murdock
Hull Alurray, Okla.
Jacoway Neeley, Kans.
Johnson, Ky, Nolan, J. I.
Jones Norton
Kelley, Mich. Oldfield
Key, Uhio Page, N. C.
Kinkald, Nebr. Park
Kitehin Peterson
Kono Post
Korbly Prouty
Lieb uin
Lindbergh Rayburn
Lobeck Reed
MeGillicuddy Reilly, Wis,
McKellar Rouse
MacDonald Rubey
Maguire, Nebr. Rucker
Mapes Russell
Moon Sims
NAYB—165.
Evans Kindel
Falconer Kinkead, N. J.
g Knowland, J. R.
Finle Kreider
FitzHenry La Follette
Flood, Va. Lazaro
Fordney Lee, Ga.
Foster Lever
Frear Levy
French Lewis, Pa,
Gallagher Linthicum
Gallivan Lloyd
Gerry Loner,
Gillett MeAndrews
Gilmore MecCoy
Good McDermott
Gaordon MeGuire, Okla.
Gorman McLaughlin
Graham, T Madden
Greene, Mass. Mann
Greene, Vi. etz
Hamilton, Mich. Mitchell
llawley Mondell
Ha[y goutal!u?
elgesen organ, La.
Hensley Moss, W, Va.
i1l Neely. W. Va.
Hinebaugh Padgett
Holland Paige, Mass,
Howell Parker
Hulings Patten, N. Y,

Humphrey, Wash,

Humphreys, Miss.

1goe Peters, Mass.
Johnson, Utah Phelan
Johnson, Wash. Platt
Keating Plumley
Keister Powers
Kennedy, Conn. Ragsdale
Kennedy, lowa Rainey
Knnned;, R. I Raker
Kiess, Pa. Reilly, Conn.

ANSWERED “ PRESENT "—9.
Ha Ogleshy
Morrison Pou

NOT VOTING—128.

Dyer Lafferty
Eagan Langham
Elder Langley
Fairchild Lee, Pa,
Farr L'Engle
Fitzgerald Lenroot
Floyd, Ark. Lesher
Gardner Lewis, Md.
George Lindquist
Gittins Loft
Gilass L e
Goldfogle McClellan
Goodwin, Ark. McKenzie
Goulden ahan
Graham, Pa Maher
sriest Manuhan
Griffin Martin
Gudger Merritt
Hamill Miller
Hardwick Moore

art Morin
Hayes Mott
Hinds Murray, Mass,
Hobson Nelson
Hoxworth O'Brien
Hughes, W. Va. O'Hair
Johnson, 8, C. O'Leary
Kahn O’'Shaunessy
Kelly, Pa, Palmer
Ken Peters, Me.
Kettner Porter
Kirkpatrick Rauch

Patton, Pa.
Payne

Sinnott
ls.son

Sloa
Sm!tb, J.ALC.
Stedman

' Btephens, Cal.

Stephens, Tex,
Sumners
Taylor, Ark.
Taylor, Colo.
Thomas
Thompson, Okla.
Tribble
Weaver

Webb
Whitacre
White

Wilson, Fla.
Wingo
Witherspoon
Young, Tex.

Itoberts, Nev.

S e
eldomr

Eﬁ]]s

Sha

Shem'ood

Bhreve

Siall

Smith, Idaho

Smith, Minn,

Smith, N. Y.

Smith, Saml, W.

Steenerson

Stephens, Nebr.

Stevens, Minn

Stone

Stout

Sutherland

Tavenner

Thomson, 111,
Towner
TUnderhill
Underwood
Vaughan
Vollmer
Volsiead
Wallin
Walsh
Walters
Watson
Whaley
Williams
Willls
Wilson, N. Y.
Winslow
Woodroff
Young, N. Dak,

Slemp
Taylor, Ala.

Riordan

Roberts, Mass,

Rogers

gotl;ermel
uple

Sabath

Saunders

Beott
Bhackleford
Sherley
Slayden
Smith, Md.
Smith, Tex,
Sparkman
Stafford
Stanley
Stephons. Miss.
Stevens, N. H.
Stringer
Swltmr

Fhott Mid.
Talcot: N. XY
Taylor, N, Y
Temple
Townsend
Treadway
Tuttle
Vare
Walker
Watkins
Woods

Until further notice:

Mr. SLAYDEN with Mr. Burke of Pennsylvania.

Mr McCrLELLAN with My, MILLER.

Mr. Morrisox with Mr. PeTers of Maine,

Mr. DALE with Mr, MARTIN.

Mr. Grass with Mr, SLEMmP,

Mr. S8miTH of Texas with Mr. BARCHFELD.

Mr. Tayror of Alabama with Mr. Hucnes of West Virginia.
Mr. Crancy with Mr. HasmittoN of New York,

Mr. Gupcer with Mr. GUERNSEY,

Mr. StepHENS of Mississippi with Mr. Scorr.

. AIKEN with Mr. BARTHOLDT.

. ANSBERRY with Mr. DyEer.

. ASHBROOK with Mr., FARr.

. Browx of West Virginia with Mr. Gramam of Pennsyl-

r. CaxpLER of Mississippi with Mr. GRIEST.

. CALLAWAY with Mr, Kann,

. CABRLIN with Mr., LANGLEY.

. Crark of Florida with Mr. LANGIAAL,

. DoNoHOE with Mr. LAFFERTY,

. Driscorr with Mr, Motr.

Mr. F17z6ERALD with Mr. CALDER.

. GEORGE with Mr, LIXDQUIST.

. GoLpFoGLE with Mr, MocKENZIE.

. HArRDWICK with Mr, MANAHAN.

. JouNgoN of South Carolina with Mr. Moorr.
. LEE of Pennsylvania with Mr. PorTER.

. MURrRAY of Massachusetts with Mr. RocERs.
. O'HAIR with Mr. Mogix.

. PALMER with Mr. VARE.

. RoTHERMEL with Mr. TEMPLE.

. SABATH with Mr. RuPLEY.

. SHACKLEFORD with Mr. NELsSON,

. SHERLEY with Mr. SwiTzER,

Mr. Tarrorr of Maryland with Mr. MERRITT.

Mr. Tarcort of New York with Mr. Woobs.

Mr. WALKER with Mr. TREADWAY.

Mr. WarkINs with Mr. Roeerts of Massachusetts.

Mr. Derrrick with Mr. KeLLy of Pennsylvania.

For the session:

Mr., BARTLETT with Mr. BUTLER.

Mr. HopsoN with Mr. FAIRCHILD,

Mr. HARDY. Mr. Speaker, I voted “aye” when my name
was called. Under Rule VIII I am inclined fo think I ounght
not to vete, and I wish to withdraw that vote and answer
“ present.”

The name of Mr.
“ Present.”

The result of the vote was announced as above recorded.

The SPEAKER. A quornm is present; the Doorkeeper will
open the doors. .

Mr. JOHNSON of Kentucky.
order now fo recommit?

The SPEAKER. It is not.
ment and third reading.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, n parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it.

Mp. MANN. What is to be the third reading?
bill now as it stands?

The SPEAKER. The Chair did not understand what the
gentleman from Illinois said.

Mr. MANN. What is it we are going to vote upon now?

The SPEAKER. Why, upon the original bill.

Mr. MANN. A further parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. MANN. The original bill was reported to the House by
the committee with sundry amendments. Those amendments
were not agreed to in the Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union. Now, is the vote upon the original bill
without those amendments?

The SPEAKER. It seems to the Chair that is the sitnation.

Mr. MANN., Well, I agree with the Chair, although that is
not important.

Mr. FOSTER. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry,

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. FOSTER. The IHouse having voted down the substitute
of the gentleman from Kentucky, does the vote now come upon
the Crosser amendment?

The SPEAKER. Why, the vote comes on the original George
bill.

Mr. FOSTER. With the amendments reported by the com-
mittee?

The SPEAKER., The amendments were not agreed to, and
the House on the report of the Committee of the Whole House

HArDY was called, and he answered

Mr. Speaker, is a motion in

The questlon is on the engross-

What is the
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on the state of the Union has to do only with amendments which
were agreed to.

Mr. FOSTER. Well, does this vote which has just been taken
dispose of both the Johngon and Crosser amendments?

The SPEAKEI. Of course it does; it knocks them clear out
of existence:

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it

Mr. GARNER. If the House should adopt the bill as re-
ported from the committee, it would not include the committee
amendments, and on the third reading of the bill, if the House
desired to adopt the committee amendments, it could recommit
the bill with instroctions to bring in the committee amend-
ments.

The SPEAKER. Of course it could.

Mr. MANN. Abh, but I take it, if the gentleman from Ken-
tucky or anybody else opposed to the George bill should move to
recommit the bill to the District Committee, that would be in
order.

The SPEAKER. Of course it would; there is no question on
earth about it. The question is on the engrossment and third
reading:

Mr. OGLESBY. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inguiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. OGLESBY. The proposition now being the original bill,
is it in order to vote on that when it has never been read? The
original bill was never read.

The SPEAKER. The Chair has nothing to do with what was
done in the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the’
Union. All of the rest of the bill is stricken out by unanimous
consent and the Chairman of the Committee of the Whole House
on the state of the Union makes a report here that certain
transactions occurred In the committee, and he reported that
the committee had had under consideration this bill and had
directed him to report it back with an amendment or amend-
ments. as the case may have been, with the recommendation
that the amendment be agreed to and the bill do pass. A vote
has been taken on the amendment, and it has been voted down,
and that clears out the Johnson amendment, clears out the
Crosser substitute, clears out the committee amendments, and
leaves the naked original George bill to be voted on.

Mr. OGLESBY. The original George bill has never been read.

The SPEAKER. It does not make a bit of difference whether
it has or not. The first paragraph of it was read. The gques-
tion is on the engrossment and third reading.

The guestion was taken, and the Speaker announced the noes
seemed to have it; the noes had it.

So the third reading was rejected.

The SPEAKER. That ends this absolutely. [Laughter and
applause.]

On motion of Mr. Joaxsox of Kentucky, a motion to recon-
Bldetlix the vote by which the third reading was refused, was laid
on the table.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE.

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted to Mr.
CArrAwAyY, indefinitely, on account of important business.

ELECTION OF SENATORS.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I demand the regular order.
Mr., HENRY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I offer a privileged reso-
lution from the Committee on Rules.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS.

Mr. CARY. Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask unanimous con-
gent to extend my remarks in the RRECORD,

The SPEAKER. On what?

Mr. CARY. On the District bill

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Wisconsin asks unani-
mons consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp on the bill
just voted on. [Is there objection?

Mr. JOHNSON of Kentucky. What is it, Mr. Speaker?

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Wisconsin asks to ex-
tend his remarks.

Mr. JOHNSON of Kentucky. I do not object.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The
Chair hears none.

PROHIBITION AMENDMENT,

Mr. DUPRHE. Mr. Speaker, T ask unanimous consent to file
minority views (H. Rept. 652, pt. 2) on House joint resolution
No. 168, The majority report was filed some days ago, and I
was not informed of that fact. I would like to have the privi-
lege of submitting wy views.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. Durrf]
asks unanimous consent to file his views on House joint resolu-
tion No. 168. Is there objection?

Mr. MURDOCK. Reserving the right to object, I would like
to ask the gentleman what the resolution is.

Mr. DUPRE. It is a resolution introduced by the gentleman
from Alabama [Mr. Hopson] on the subject of prohibition.

Mr. MURDOCK. Did the majority make a report?

Mr. DUPRE. I am not in a position to answer that ques-
tion. They have submitted the biil to the House without rec-
ommendation.

Mr. MANN. The report was made to the House and is in
print. It contains only three or four lines,

Mr. DUPRE. I do not know whether it is a report or not.

The SPEAKER. They made a report and it has been printed.

Mr. MURDOCK. Will the gentleman from FLouisiana yield
further?

Mr. DUPRE. Yes.

Mr. MURDOCK. There is a good deal of mystery about
what occurred in the committee. Did the gentleman fake a
position——

The SPEAKER. That is against the rules of the House.

Mr. DUPRE. The * gentleman from Louisiana ™ will protect
himself against an inquiry of that kind.

Mr. MURDOCK. What is the gentleman’s report?

Mr. DUPRL. If the gentleman will look at it, he will know
what it is

Mr. MURDOCE. Is it for or against the resolution?

Mr. DUPRE. I do not think that is a matter of concern. I
simply ask the privilege of submitting these views, and I do not
propose to tell the gentleman from Kansas what they are.

Mr. MURDOCK. I will read the report and find out, I sup-
pose. [Laughter.T

Mr. DUPRE. If you will allow it to be printed, you will find

out.

Mr. MURDOCK. I do not object. I am anxious to see the
report.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. Duref}? [After a pause.] The
Chair hears none.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the Recorp on the subject of the Harter
Act.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The
Chair hears none.

‘Mr. JOHNSON of Kentucky. »Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent to extend my remarks in the Recorp on the bill just dis-
posed of—the District tax bill

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. Jonw-
soN] asks unanimous consent to extend his remarks in the
Recomp on the District tax bill, which has just been disposed of.
Is there objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none.

ADDRESS OF THE PEESIDENT AT BROOKLYN.

Mr. DUPRE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to incor-
porate in the REcosp the address delivered by the President of
the United States at the Brooklyn Navy Yard on yesterday rala-
tive to the memory of the sailor dead.

The SPEAKER. The gentieman from Louisiana [Mr. Durri]
asks unanimous consent to incorporate in the Recorp the speech
made by the President of the United States yesterday in New
York at the funeral of the sailors and marines. Is there objec-
tion? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none.

[The] President’s address appears in the Senate proceedings of
to-day.

PUBLIC BUILDING, SALISBURY, MD,

Mr. COVINGTON. Mr. Speaker, I move to take from the
Speaker’s table and pass the bill 8. 4158, a similar House bill,
H. R. 13611, being on the House Calendar.

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
HENRY] yield?

Mr. HENRY. I will yield. The gentleman states it will
take only five minutes or less to dispose of that, and he will
agree to withdrawing it If it takes more than five minutes,

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill.

The Clerk read as follows:

A bill' (8. 4158% to reduce the fire limit requlndmbjy the act approved
mmh}ﬁi 1918, In respect to the proposed Fede Building at Salis-
bury, o : ~
Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he Is

hereby, authorized to disregard the provisions contained in the public

building aect approved March 4, 19132, requiring 40 feet open space for

fire protection about the propesed Federal bullding at Salisbury, Md.,

or to reduce the spacc vequlred thereby to such an extent as

deem necessary.
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Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. MANN. Is this bill on the House Calendar?

Mr. COVINGTON. It is. A similar bill is on the House
Calendar, with a favorable report from the Committee on Public
Buildings and Grounds. £

Mr. MANN. Is it on the House Calendar or the Union
Calendar?

Mr. COVINGTON. It is on the House Calendar.

Mr. MANN. That is not where it belongs. }

Mr, COVINGTON. I think the gentleman is mistaken. It is
properly on the House Calendar.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the third reading of the
bill.

The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read a third
time, nnd passed.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the House bill, H. R,
13611, of gimilar tenor, will be laid on the table.

There was no objection.

ELECTION OF SENATORS.

Mr. IIENRY. Now, Mr. Speaker, I ask that the privileged
resolution which I offered be read. 3

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the resolution.

The Clerk read as follows:

Hoase resolution 503, House report 6G6.

Resolved, That immediately upon the adoption of this resolution the
House shall proceed to the consideration of Senate bill 2860, and the
same ghall be the continuing order of the House until dlspose(i of ; that
there shall be not exceeding one hour's general debate on the bill, to
be equally divided between those support!gg and those opposing the
bill, one-half of such time to be controll by the gentleman from
Missouri [Mr. RUcker], and the other half to be controlled by any
Member opposing: At the end of such general debate the bill shall be
read for amendment,

Mr. HENRY. Now, Mr. Speaker, does thé gentleman desire
any time for discussing the rule? I can explain it.

Mr. CARY. Mr. Speaker——

The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman rise?

Mr, CARY. I would like to be informed what this bill is.

The SPEAKER. This bill provides for the election of United
Stutes Senators in the States.

Mr. HENRY. I was just going to explain. This bill provides
for the election of United States Senators only until various
States can pass laws on the subject.
pedient, to serve only until the legislatures convene in regular
order and take action. The bill to be considered is the Senate
bill, which was passed on February 11, 1914. If this bill is not
passed at this session of Congress, it will be necessary for the
governors in many States to call their legislatures in special
sessions in order to provide election laws to select United
States Senators under the new constitutional amendment which
was proclaimed on May 31, 1913, as having been ratified.

1t is necessary for Congress to act now in order to avoid a
great denl of inconvenience, and this rule simply brings before
the House the Senate measure for consideration. It provides
one hour for general debate, and provides for reading the bill
under the five-minute rule, and of course under that the time
is not limited and the opportunity of amendment is thrown
wide open, so that any gentleman may offer an amendment to
the measure.

That explains fully all there is in the proposition, and there-
fore I move the previous question on the resolution.

Mr. MURDOCK. Will not the gentleman wait?

Mr. HENRY. I withhold my motion for a moment, Mr.
Speaker.

Mr. MANN. What time is to be given on the rule?

Mr. HENRY. How much time do you want?

Mr, MANN. Ten minutes.

AMr. MURDOCK. I would want about seven minutes.

Mr. HENRY. I yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from
Kansas [Mr. CAMPBELL].

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Kansas [Mr. CAamPp-
BELL] is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Speaker, the rule is as stated by the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. Hexry], the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Rules, ind is reported for the purpose of enabling the
House at the earliest date possible to provide for the election of
United Stantes Senators in certnin States where the laws do
not now provide for election of Senators by a direct vote of the
people. It Is one guestion on which I am glad to say to the
Huuse there is no difference in the committee as to the wisdom
of the legislation proposed. .

I regret, however, fhat it becomes necessary to appeal to
fhe Commitiee on Rules for speecia] rules to enable the House
to legislate upon matters of grave importance. It wasg thought
a few years ago that we had put the House in possession of

It is a temporary ex-'

rules that would enable it automatically to do the people’s
will. That has not been done, and in order that the matter
may be elaborated in due form, I yield the remainder of my
time ]to my colleague, the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Mug-
DOCK].

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Mugpock]
is recognized.

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr, Speaker, I will ask how much time
was yielded to me?

The SPEAKER. Eight minutes.

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Speaker, I am for this bill, and I think
it should pass. But the manner in which it comes before the
House gives rise to some thoughts in me which I am going to
undertake to express in the next eight minutes.

This is a new departure—the proposal of this rule—for the
consideration of a bill of this character, for this bill is on the
calendar and normally should be reached without the aid of a
special rule. But the rule is invoked. What a difference there
is on the majority side of this House in conditions now and a
year ago. Probably 100 Democrats came into the new Congress
a year ago determined upon a career of independent, free politi-
cal thinking. But you are no longer free. You are bound and
gagged. A year ago there were 100 or more independent Demo-
crats—mostly young-—on that side who were eager for public
service. Now they are helpless creatures of a machine. A year
ago there were scores of Democrats across this aisle who were
willing when the people asked them to go a mile to go with them
twain. Now these forward-looking, independent men find them-
selves negligible in the conduct of public affairs.

You permitted yourselves as individual Representatives to be
bound a year ago by a caucus, and you are paying the penalty
to-day as individuals by a loss of your freedom. You permitted
yourselves to be bound then on the theory that a great legislative
program was to be put through. You passed a tariff act which
has not so much as pried loose a single finger tip of the strangle
hold the special interests have upon this country. You passed a
currency bill that has not and will not remove from private and
selfish control the credits of this land. You are about to take
up trust legislation—trust legislation which will make this
Nation travel the old circle, the old futile circle of legal delny,
over again.

Now, you have reached this point: Your calendars are clogged.
You have gof 66 bills on the Calendar for Discharge Motions.
There is no individual in this body who ean reach the Discharge
Calendar. You have a Unanimous Consent Calendar, under
which twice every month we see gentlemen here rise and pro-
pose to put needed measures through, and after long and offen
useless discussions, are beaten by the whim of some single ob-
jeeting Member. In this situation you are at the mercy of your
leadership. You have no power left in the individual on the
majority side. There is not one individual who can now reuch,
of his own motion, any bill on the ealendar unless it is privi-
leged, save by unanimous consent. You can not get it out of
committee by discharging the committee. You can not reach
the Discharge Calendar. By a majority vote and under your
leadership, you, of the majority, clogged up Calendar Wednesday
with an unimportant but voluminous bill, and you are going to
occupy it by that useless measure for the rest of this session.
You have practically nullified the call of committees in this
House; that is, you have shut yourselves off from the Discharge
Calendar; you have crippled Calendar Wednesday; and you
have left yourselves the pitiable recourse of unanimous consent;
virtually no recourse at all. .

Now, what about it? Is it of any moment to you or your
country that you have surrendered your freedom? Look at it.
concretely. What about the national prohibition amendment?
It is on the ecalendar. Can you reach it? Is there a single
individual here who can reach that proposition by motion? No.
You are dependent upon the Committee on IRules. You ecan act
only by its grace. If the Committee on Rules does not give you
a rule for the consideration of the prohibition amendment, it
will not be considered.

Do you young Democrats who came here a year ago, filled
with the fire of political independence, arrogate to yourselves
the function of standing between the people of this country
and their right to vote to change their Constitution? Well, you
have done it by your surrender of independence.

What about the presidential primary? Do you remember that
the President of the United States came here in December last
and asked for prompt action upon the proposition of the na-
tional presidential primary? Where is the bill providing for it?
Is there a single member of the majority that ean reach the
mattér of a presidential primary? Can you discharge the com-
mittee to which it was referred and which has not reporied upon
it? No. And if you had it on the calendar you could not reach it.
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You have hog-tied yourselves. You have become parts of a
machine that has cut each of you off to a Procrustean length,
made you all of equal futility in helplessness. You have sur-
rendered your individual rights as Representatives, and you
have surrendered along with them the rights of the people.

You have called a caucus to decide on the program on the
Demoeratic side for to-night. It is for the ostensible purpose of
forming a program. It is, in fact, for no such purpose at all.
It is for the old, old purpose of putting the gag in your mouth
and of binding you about with the whipeords by which leader-
ship controls you. I would like to see a sufficient number of
the independent thinking Democrats in this House enter that
caucus to-night and start a revolt against it. I devoutly wish
some one in the Democratic eaucus to-night, in behalf of the
people of the United States, would rise up and offer a motion
again to open that caucus to the people, making it a free, an
open caucus, and then we would know what the caucus does—
whether it is called merely for the purpose of gagging and bind-
ing you or whether it is called for the purpose of giying the
people of the United States, through their Representatives, the
right to reach remedial legislation. A gentleman sitting by me
here says, “And do not forget suffrage.” I do not forget suf-
frage; and I do not forget the seamen's bill, the presidential
primary bill, and a score of meritorious measures which you,
through the surrender of your independence, have withdrawn
from the right of consideration by the Representatives of the
people. [Applause.]

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. HENRY. Mr. Speaker, I hardly know how to account for
the outburst of the distinguished gentleman from Kansas. I do
not understand it. When he was elected leader of his small
minority, I looked forward to some great work on the floor of
this House, and congratulated myself that the people wonld
have a real leader here; but as the issues have come up, and the
Democratic administration and the Democratic Party have pre-
sented matters for the benefit of the people, I have been grieved
to see the gentleman sometimes line up on the side of the spe-
cial interests and play polities. I was sorry to see fhose
things. Now, if he will cease playing politics, if he will follow
his conscience and vote as he should on all oceasions, we will
not lose confidence in him. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. MURDOCK. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HENRY. I will yield for a moment.

Mr. MURDOCK. If the gentleman, as chairman of the Com-
mittee on Rules, will report out the Hobson amendment, I will
continue my confidence in him. If he will report out the amend-
ment for suffrage, I will continue my confidence in him. I have
always subscribed to the progressive qualities of the gentleman
from Texas. He is one of the independent Democrats to whom
I have alluded, and I hope to God that he will throw off his
piu'ty shackles and get down to business for the people. [Ap-
plause.]

Mr. HENRY. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman need not be
alarmed about suffrage, or prohibition, or any other question.
The Committee on Rules, as the agent of the Democratic
Party and the caucus, will bring in rules whenever it is properly
directed to do so.

Mr. MURDOCK rose.

Mr. HENRY. Wait a moment. When we have finished the
program, the record of the Democratic Party will be so good
that instead of the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Murpock]
or some other Republican coming to the Senate of the United
States from Kansas, the people will elect a man like GEorGe A.
NerLey from that State. [Applause on the Demoeratic side.]

Mr. MURDOCK. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HENRY. B8it down for just a little while. I can not
yield.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman declines to yield.

Mr. HENRY. We want you to behave a little better than yon
have been behaving lately. You started out all right, and
seemed to be patriotie, but you have played too much polities,
and you will not get anywhere in that way. The trouble with
you is that, like some of the players out at the ball games, you
keep your head in the grandstand too much. [Applanse and
laughter.] Mr. Speaker, personally, I think a great deal of the
gentleman from Kansas. He need not be alarmed about what
the Democratic Party are going to do. We are going to carry
out our program, and we are going to do it in due season. We
are not going to gag or throttle anyone. We are going to
bring into this House every matter that should come before it,
and give the Democrats a chance fo vote, and let your side have
an opportunity to vote, and to put you on record. [Applause
on the Democratic side.] You are not as anxious to go on
record about these things as you indicate.
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Mr. MURDOCK. Oh, we always vote for a record vote, and
:vaddo tJ:u:;t have to go into a secret caucus to be directed how
o do it.

Mr. HENRY. T know ; but you have made some records that
you will wish you could blot out before the next election has
passed. [Applause on the Demoeratic side.]

Mr. Speaker, this is a very simple proposition, and I have not
said anything about it to arouse the gentleman. He bucks like
a broncho with a eockle burr under the saddle blanket, [Laungh-
ter.] We throw this bill wide open to amendment. You have
unlimited time to speak on those amendments, and I hope you
will offer your amendments, provided you do not offer one to
elect yourself to the Senate from the State of Kansas. [Laugh-
ter.] Of course, that would not be in order, but you can talk

as long as you want to, and offer as many amendmcnts as you

wish. Now, I am going to watch you closely hereafter and hope
you will vote on the gide of the people. I do not want to see
men like you get awayv from the people.

Mr. MURDOCK. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, HENRY. I yield for a question.

Mr. MURDOCK. Will not the gentleman oblige me and live
up to his lights by leading a revolt in the Demoecrstic caucus
and vote for an open caucus? That would gratify me greatly.

Mr. HENRY. I will stand on the side of the people every
time, and will stand with this administration. [Applause on
the Democratic side.] It is the best administration that this
country has had since the Civil War. [Applause on the Demo-
cratic side.] ‘

Mr. MURDOCK again rose.

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from Texas yield to the
gentleman from Kansas?

Mr. HENRY. 1 yield.

Mr. MURDOCK. If there is a conflict between the caucus.

and the people, with whom does the gentleman stand?

Mr. HENRY. Why, there can never be any conflict between
the Democratic cancus and the people. [Applause on the Demo-
cratic side.]

Mr. MURDOCK. If the gentleman will yield again, T should
like to say that a majority of the people of the United States
would like the Democratic caucus to-night to request the Com-
mittee on Rules to bring in the Hobson amendment. How will
the gentleman stand on that? .

Mr. HENRY. The trouble about the gentleman from Kansas
is that he speaks for too many parties. He speaks for the Re-
publican Party, for the discoverer of rivers in South
America——

Mr. MURDOCK. Yes; I do, for him.

Mr. HENRY. He speaks for the Democratic Party, and he
assumes to speak for every party, even the suffrage and pro-
hibition factions in all parties.

Mr. MURDOCK. I speak for the independent Democrats and
the independent Republicans and the Progressives, who in
time will amalgamate in this country and clean out the Demo-
crats and their secret caucus and the Rules Committee. Just
give us time.

Mr. HENRY. T will say that as amalgamators you did not
succeed very well in the last election, and I do not think you
will amalgamate much with any one in 1914 or 1916.

Mr. MURDOCK. We are not attempting to amalgamate
either the stand-pat Democrats or the stand-pat Republicans.
We want the independent element of all parties, and I will
say to the genileman that we are going to get that element
North and South.

Mr. HENRY. The disparity between what the geunfleman
wants and what he will get is so great that it is hardly worth
while to discuss it further here to-day. Mr. Speaker, T move
the previous question on the resolution.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas moves the pre-
vious question.

The question was taken, and the previous question was or-
dered.

The SPEAKER. The question now is on the resolution.

The question was taken, and the resolution was agreed to.

NOMINATION AND ELECTION OF UNITED STATES SENATORS.

Mr. RUCKER. Mr. Speaker, I ecall up the bill 8. 2560, pre
viding a femporary method of conducting the nomination and
election of United States Senators.

The SPEAKEER. The Clerk will report the bill.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That at the regular election held in any State
next preceding the expiration of the term for which any Senator was
elected to represent such State In Congress, at which election a Repre-
gentative to Congress is regularly by law to be chosen, a United States
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Benator from sald State shall be elected by the people thereof for the
term commencing-on the 4th day- of March next thereafter.

#Bre. 2, That in any State wherein a United States Benator is hereafter
to be elected either at a general election or at any special election called
by the executive authority thercof to fill a wvacancy, until or unless
o{hcrwise gpecially provided by the legislature thereof, the momination
of candidates for such office 'shall be made, the election ‘to fill ‘the same
conducted, and the result thereof determined, as near as may be in
accordance with the laws of such Btate regulating the nomination. of
eandidates for and election ‘of Members at Large of the National Housc
of Tiepresentatives: Provided, That in case mo provision is made in any
State for the case of the nomination or election of Representatives at
Large, the procednre shall be in accordance with the laws of such State |
respecting the ordinary executive and administrative officers thereof |
who are elected by the vote of the people of the entire ‘Btate: And pro-
vided further, That in any case the candidate for Scnator recelving ithe
highest number of votes shall be deemed elected,

With the following commitiee amendments:

, by striking ont the words * the case wof.”

iﬁggl n {ti::sllnl‘. [iaz.ga;sz. ond 18, page 2, iy striking out the words

#in accordance with the laws of such Btate rcapectlrgé' the ordinary

executive and admipisirative officers thereof who are elected by the vote

of the people of the entire State,” and insert in Heu ithereof the words,

“ the same as that provided for the momination and election of governor
of such State.” it

Mr. RUCKER. Mr. Speaker, the rule provides that -one-half
of the time shall be controlled by some ene epposed to the bill

The SPEAKER. Is any member of the commititee opposed
to the bill?

My, RUCKER. I thiok mot.

The SPEAKER. TUnder the rule 30 minutes-of this time is
to be contrelled by the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Ruckenr],
and 30 minutes by some gentleman opposed to the bill.

Mr. RUCKER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the ranking minority member of the committee, the gentleman
fiom Pennsylvania [Mr. AINEY], may contirol -one-half of the
time.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Missouri asks unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Aixev], ranking Republican member on the commitiee, control
one-half the time. Is there objection?

There was no objeetion,

Mr. RUCKER. Mr., Speaker, I am going to consume but a|
very few minutes in explaining this bill. I.et me say to the.
House that it is a Senate bill and relates solely to the election
of United States Senators. The Senate passed the bill, and with
one or two verbal changes the House has reported it. The bill
on its face was intended and does propose a purely temporary
mensure,

Mr, MONDELL. Does the gentleman desire to yield for a|
question at this point?

Mr, RUCKER. I will.

Mr. MONDELL. The bill as indicaied by the tifle seems to
be n temporary measure, and yet the first section of the bill
wonld seem to be permanent law.

Mr. RUCKER. I will get to that.

Mr, COOPER rose.

Mr. RUCKER. Let me say to the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin that I believe I will answer the guestion that he is going |
1o ask. |

Mr. COOPER. I wanted fo ask a different question from that
suggested by the gentleman from Wyoming. It seems to me |
there may be danger of very serious complication growing out |
of the proviso beginning on line 9, page 2, which provides that if |
there is no election in the State for Representative at Large the
procedure shall be the same as that provided for the nomination |
mnd election of the governor of the State, and, provided furtber, |
that in any case the candidate for Senator receiving the highest
number of votes shall be deemed elected. Now, I asked the gen-|
tleman from Vermont [Mr. Greexg] if ‘the law in that State did |
mnot provide that if at an election the candidate for governor did
mot receive a clear majority the election of governor was thrown
into the legislatore, and he said yes. Now, the second proviso
provides that in case a candidate for Senator receives the high-|
est number of votes he shall be deemed elected. Does that mean
votes in the legislature? If you are going to regulate it in the
State of Vermont by the present law of the State, the Senator
would be elected as the present governor is elected. The gen-
tleman from Vermont states that the present governor, if he
does not have a majority. is elected by the legislature. |

Mr, RUCKER. This bill would adopt the laws of the State
and make them applicable to the election of a Senator until the
legislature passes a law which would put into operation ithe
geventeenth amendment to the Constitution.

Mr. COOPER. Would that be constitutional; svould it be in
accordance with the amendment to the Federal Constitution,
providing that Senators .shall be elected by direct vote of the
people? Yom put in the bill one or two prowisos which, in
:lth& State of Vermont, would throw the election into the legis-|

ntnre.

AMr. RUCKER. I do not think so; I think the construction
necessarily is that they would be elected under the law with
reference to the gualification of voters, election returns, and, in
brief, all things connected with such election would be in accord-
ance with State law, but under no circumstances would the elec-
tion go into the legislature. -

Mr. MANN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RUCKER. I will

Mr. MANN. As I understand, in Vermont the peaple vote
for governor and it takes a majority vote to elect. If there is
no majority, the election is thrown into the legislature. Does
‘the gentleman remember what the constitutional provision is as
to that? Does the constitutional provision require a majority
or a plurality to elect a Senator?

Mr. RUCKER. It docs not say.

Mr. MANN. I thought it did not. This provision as it is
in the bill, as suggested by the gentleman from Wisconsin,
might be in viclation of the constitutional amendment which
requires the election to be by a wvote of the people. This bill
requires that the election shall be conducted in the same man-
ner as elections of other officials or the governor. In Vermont
it requires a majority to elect a governor, and there being no
majority the legislature elects the governor. That could not
be done in reference to a United States Senator.

Mr. RUCKER. This bill has a proviso that in any case the
candidate for Senator receiving the highest number of votes
shall be deemed elected.

Mr. MANN. This bill provides for the election of a Senator
by plurality.

Mr. RUCKER. Yes; and it was carefully considered by dis-
tinguished lawyers in the Senate.

Mr. MANN. T think that is correct, and I think that would
end that contention.

Mr. MONDELL. Will the gentleman yicld?

Mr. RUCKER. I will, although I hope the gentleman will

| be brief.

Mr. MONDELL. It occurs to me that the suggestion made
by the genfleman from Wisconsin could hardly follow under
this bill, for the reason that, in Ilines 3, 4, and 5. on page 2 of
the bill, provides that the nomination for candidates for such
offices shall be made and the election to follow the same shall
be conducted and the result be determined in accordance with
the laws of the State, and then follows the provision that the
Senator receiving the highest number of votes shall be declared
elected. In other words, the provisions following fthe State
law are provisions in regard to the character of the nomina-

| tion and in regard to the manner of having the election and the

manner of declaring the result.
Mr. RUCKER. It merely makes the State law control in that

| matte

atter.
Mr. MONDELIL. But it would not permit the State law to

| throw the election into the legislature.

Mr. RUCKER. Not at all,

Mr. GALLAGHER. Wonld the Senator in any State be
‘elected by the old method of procedure by the legislature?

Mr. RUCKER. Oh, no; if this bill passes, no Senntor ean he
elected by a legislature. But let me soy, before I take my
sent—and I will not be able to discuss the guestion at length,
because there are some gentlemen in the IHouse now who have
‘been nominated for Senator in thelr States, nnd some guestion
has arisen as to whether or not this bill might not complicate
‘the nominations which have already taken place.

In order to make it clear that it will not do so, at the proper
time I propose to offer an amendment in line 4, page 2, so as
to make the bill read:

The nomination of -eandidates for such office not heretofore made
shall ‘be made—

And so forth.

A question has arisen in the minds of some gentlemen agnin
a8 to whether or not the first section would not become perma-

‘nent law, and in order to avold any, possible confusion, and

responding to what I believe is the avish of the Senate in doing
so, I propose at the proper time to offer as an amendment a
mew section, to be numbered 3, to provide that this act shall
expire by limitation at the end of three years from the date of
its approval, so as to make it absolutely certain that it is a
temporary measure and that no provision in it is to become
permanent law.

Tnless some gentleman desires to ask me a question, T merely
repent that this is o Senate bill in which every Senator is pro-
foundly interested and to which the Senate has given careful con-
sideration. T hope that it will pass the House without dissent.

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield for
a question before he takes his seat?

Mr. RUCKER. Yes.
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Mr. MURDOCK, In the first section of the bill the bill is
made to apply, apparently, to only those elections at which a
Representative in Congress is to be chosen. Are there any
elections for Senators that are not coincident with the election
of Representatives in Congress?

Mr. RUCKER. I think not. If this act passes, it will fix
the time of election the same as the time when the election of
Representatives in Congress is held. Of course every Con-
gressman has to be elected this year.

Mr. MURDOCK. The gentleman does not think that Senators
in any case are elected in off years?

Mr. RUCKER. I think not.

Mr. MURDOCK. I think not, either, but the matter just
oceurred to me.

Mr. RUCKER. I yield five minutes to the gentleman from
Washington [Mr. FALCONER].-

Mr. FALCONER. Mpr. Chairman, I received this morning a
copy of the Seattle Sun, of May 7, in which appeared the fol-
lowing statement:

A telegram has been received from RoperT L. HENRY, chalrman of
the House Rules Committee, wyi?ﬁ he will do all in his power to ad-
vance the legislations needed for the direct election. However, officlals
here doubt if action will be taken soon enough.

The governor has but little time and writs of election to fill the
three vacancles In the legislature will probably be issued soon. Sena-
tor White, of Whatcom County, and Representatives Brislawn, of Lin-
coln, and Langford, of Plerce, having resigned since the last sesslon.

I send to the Clerk’s desk to be read a letter and a copy of
two telegrams from the governor of the State of Washington.

The Clerk read as follows:

OLYMPIA, WasH., April 27, 191}.
Hon. MiLes POINDEXTER

United States ﬁeuaté, Washington, D, O.:

Is there anything new in relation to bill covering election of United
States Senators by direct vote of the people? The time is approaching
when it will be necessary to ecall the special session of our legislaturs
unless bill is passed by Congress. Thnnklng you for reply.

ErxesT LISTER, Governor,

StaTE 0F WASHINGTON,
OFFICE OF GOVERNOR,
Olympia, April 30, 191},
Hon, J. A. FALcoxER, M. C.,
Washington, D, C.
X My I{)hma Mpi. FALCONER : I am wiring you to-night as now confirmed
erew .

* Unless bill providing method for direct election of United States
Senators is [‘mssed by Congress within a short time, our State will be
under necessity of calling s?ecial session of legislature to make proper
provision. Will it be possible to get early action?”

Sincerely, yours,
ErXEST LISTER, Governor.

Mr. FALCONER. Mr. Speaker, the Legislature of the State
of Washington adjourned upon or about the same day that the
last State necessary to adopt this amendment agreed to it, and
it will cost our State over $30,000 to call a special session of the
legislature. As suggested in the press article, a number of
members of the legislature have resigned, and that will necessi-
tate special elections to fill legislative vacancies, besides the in-
convenience of calling a special session of the legislature. The
people in our State at this time of the year are too busy with
business matters to give much time to State legislation, and it
is the general sentiment of the entire people of our State that
the Congress should pass this bill. It should be done immedi-
ately, because the time for filing nominations for United States
Senator in our State, under the provisions of our laws, opens
this year on the 8th day of July and closes on the Sth day of
August, so the time now is somewhat limited.

Mr, Speaker, we stand for the direct election of Uniied States
Seuators. For many years our people demanded popular gov-
ernment, and the advanced legislation now on the statute books
indicate that our State is alert and active in forcing progressive
legislation.

In 1907 a direct-primary Iaw for the election of public officers
was enacted, and if we pass this bill—Senate 2860, by Senator
Mires PoiNpeExTER—which came to this House early in Febru-
ary, we will take advantage of our direct-primary bill to elect
a United States Senator this year—1914.

Mr, Speaker, I have given considerable time to the considera-
tion of this bill. Since it passed the Senate it has been consid-
ered in a general way by gentlemen for and against. The
imaginary infringement on State rights feature has been urged
by gentlemen, but I here want to thank those gentlemen for
their eminent fairness in not insisting on opposing the passage
of this bill to-day. And, sir, in behalf of the people of my
State, I want to thank Judge Bucker, Mr. HeExrY, and the
Rules Committee in advancing the bill for consideration and
aiding in its final passage.

Mr. J. R. KNOWLAND. Mr, Speaker, on behalf of the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. AiNey], I yield five minutes to
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Mann].

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, this bill is an illustration, it seems
to me, of the value of the contest which this side waged for
some time on the adoption of the constitutional amendment.
Gentlemen will recall that when the constitutional amendment
resolution was reported to the House it provided for the elimi-
nation entirely of the control of Congress over the election of
Senators, Congress then having control under the Constitution
to a certain extent over the election of Senators and Repre-
sentatives in Congress. The constitutional amendment pro-
posed by the committee and as it passed the House proposed
to eliminate entirely the control of Congress over the election
of Senators. Fortunately the Senate did not agree to that
proposition, and for a long time that constitutional amendment
resolution was pending in the conference committee in a dead-
lock, the Democratic House maintaining the position that it
would not permit the resolution to pass unless it included an
amendment removing the control of Congress over the election
of Senatorsg and the Republican Senate maintaining the position
that it was necessary that Congress should retain control.

I think the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Rucker], now in
charge of this bill, is deserving of a compliment for the position
which he took in reference to that senatorial amendment reso-
lution. After the two Houses had been in disagreement fer
a considerable length of time, and while his side of the House—
I believe the majority of it—was still in favor of refusing to
pass the resolution as it passed the Senate, the gentleman from
Missouri- [Mr., Rucker] rose above ordinary partisanship and
said that he was in favor of the amendment to the Constitution
as it came from the Senate, ard the result was that the House
vielded upon that matter through the influence of the gentle-
man from Missouri, We then passed the resolution, and the
amendment is now a part of the Constitution.

After several contests growing out of that constitutional
amendment we have now before us a bill to enact a law by
Congress regulating the manner and method of electing Sen-
ators under that constitutional amendment. This bill of itself,
unopposed, favored practically by everybody in this House,
is proof that the Republican side of the House was right when
it insisted upon keeping in the Constitution the provision giving
Congress the control over the election of Senators, and the
passage of this bill is not only proof of the justice of the posi-
tion taken by the Republican Sendte and by the Republican
side of the House, but is also a justification of the final posi-
tion taken by our distinguished friend from DMissouri, who
caused the resolution to pass the House and who is now in
charge of this bill. I take off my hat to the gentleman from
Missouri. [Applause.]

Mr. J. R. KNOWLAND. Mr. Speaker, although my State has
already enacted the necessary legislation, I am glad to support
the pending bill, Senate 25860, which provides a temporary
method of conducting the nomination and election of United
States Senators in those States whose legislatures have not con-
vened since the ratification of the constitutional amendment pro-
viding that Senators should hereafter be chosen by the people
of the several States.

I have always strongly favored the election of United States
Senators by a direct vote of the people, supporting the joint
resolution which passed this House on April 13, 1911. [Ap-
plause.] Since this amendment has been in effect Senators have
been chosen in the States of Maryland and Georgia and nomi-
nated in Alabama and South Dakota, and in each instance this
new method of allowing the people a veice in selecting Members
of the upper branch of Congress has worked most satisfactorily.
It has been demonstrated that the people are as capable of
choosing United States Senators as the members of the various
legislatures.

We no longer read of deadlocks in the varions Stafes to the
detriment of publiec business. 1 was a member of the California
Legislature during one of the bitterest senatorial contests in
the history of that State, exrending through a regular and extra
session, and seriously interfering with public business. In many
of the States there have been scandals which caused the people
to lose faith in the legislative method of selection.

Candidates for this high office must not only face the people
at a primary election but at a general election as well. This
affords the electorate of every State the opportunity of becom-
ing thoroughly familiar with the public records and qualifica-
tions of candidates. The Seaator chosen is now directly respon-
sible to the individual citizen. Candidates must take the people
into their confidence. Under the old method the voter fre-
quently felt that he did not have sufficient voice in the selection,
and that in too many instances those chosen represented special
interests. Of course there were many exceptions.

No candidate whose record is clean, who is independent, and
whose sole ambition is to render faithful public service need
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fear to face the intelligent, honest, and patriotic voters of any
State in the Union. [Applause.] When a selection is made
greater satisfaction will be manifested, because the people will
feel, whether the ecandidate of their choice is selected or not,
that the will of the majority has prevailed. [Applause.]

I ask, Mr. Speaker, unanimous consent to extend my remarks
by inserting in the Recorp the California law governing the
election and nomination of United States Senators.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Wgaver). The gentleman
from California asks unanimous consent to extend his remarks
in the REcorp in the manner indicated. Is there objection?
[After a panse.] The Chair hears none.

Mr, SLOAN, Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield for a
question?

Mr. J. R. ENOWLAND. I will

Mr. SLOAN. T will ask the gentleman if the State of Cali-
fornin has provided by its legislature the means of electing
United States Senators?

Mr: J. R. KNOWLAND.
primary elections,

Mr. SLOAN. I am very much pleased to hear that, hecause
I understand the senior Senator from the State of California
Bhas announced that he will not be a candidate for reelection;
and combined with that fact is an opportunity for the Golden
State to elect a1 man who will become a great Senantor from the
State of California [applause] and whom I now address.

We know that the gentleman from California [Mr. J. R.
Exowraxp] in his 10 years' service in this House has distin-
guished himself among his colleagues, who admire and honor
him as a faithful and forceful Representative and wise law-
maker. His ability, age, and experience pecunliarly fit him for
the high office which he geeks, and I know the Pacific Coast
State could make no better selection. [Applause.]

Mr. J. R. ENOWLAND. Would the gentleman like any more
time? [Langhter and applause.]

Mr. Speaker, I herewith insert the California law governing
the election of United States Senators by the people:

(Approved May 20, 1913 ; In effect Aug. 10, 1913.)
The people of the State of Calijornia do enact as follows:

SecrioN 1. Section 1332 and section 1333 of the Political Code of
the State of California are bereby amended so as to read as follows:

* 8EC, 1332, Electlons for Senators In Congress for full terms must
be held at the general election, at which members of the legislature
are elected, next preceding the commencement of the term to filled.

“ Bee, 1333, Elections to 811 a vacancy In the term of & United
States Senator must be held at the gencral election or any special elec-
tion ht:lclI throughout the State next succeeding the cecurrence of such
vacancy.' ;

SEc, 2. Four new sections are hercby added to the Politlcal Code of
the State of Californin, to be numbered 1334, 1335, 1336, and 1337, and
to read as follows:

‘“Bee, 1334, The clerk of each cmmt:t'. as soon as the statement of
the vote of his county at such election is made out and entered on the
records of the board of supervisors, must make a certified abstract of
fg :guch thereof as relates to the vote given for persons for Senators

TONZress.

“8re. 1355, The clerk must seal up such abstract, indorse it “ Con-
gressional election returns for Senators In Congress,” and without delay
tran=mit it by mail to the secretary of state,

“ 8rc. 1836, On the sixtleth day after the day of election, or as soon
as the returns have been received from all of the counties of the State,
if received within that time, the secretary of state must compare and
estimate the votes given or cast for such persons for Senator and
certify to tle governor the person having the highest number of votes
in the Btate as duly elected.

“ 8RC. 1837. The governor must, upon the receipt of such certificate,
transmit to such person a certifieate of his eleetion. sealed with the
great seal and attested by the secretary of state.”

Src. 8. An act entitled “An act providing for placing the names of
eandidates for United States Senator in Congress upon the official
ballot at general elections, for counting, canvassing. and making re-
turns of the votes therefor, providing the method of notifying the leg-
jslature of the results of such electlon, and defining the duties of ecer-
tain {Jfgcers in relation thereto,” approved April 7, 1911, is hereby
repealed.

I also give an extract from section 2 of the direct-primary
law of California, approved June 16, 1913, which provides:

Party candidates for the office of Unlted States Senator shall have
their names placed on the official ll:rimary election ballots of their re-
spective parties and shall be in all respects nominated in the manner
herein provided for State officers.

Section 23 of the same act also provides:

The name of the Ecrsou in each political pnrgv who receives at a
primary election the highest number of votes for United States Senator
shall also be placed on the official ballot under the heading " United
States Senator.”

Mr, Speaker, I now yield five minutes to the gentleman from
Washington [Mr. BrRYax]. ~ ;

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. Speaker, we are all, of course, for the
direct election of United States Senators and for this bill;
there is no question about that. The development of sentiment
for the injecting of democracy into the United States Senate has
been very proncunced and has been very emphatically approved
by the people of this country, and no iutelligent man would say

It has, both as to the general amd

he was opposed to that prineciple at this time. 8o far back as
1908 the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Coorer], who might,
with great unanimity of approval, be termed the dean of a
large body of Progressive men here on this floor, introduced
into the national Republican convention at Chicago a resolu-
tion providing for the incorporation into the Republican plat-
form of a plank providing for the direet election of United
States Senators. It received about 100 votes. It was not so
very popular then, but later on it became popular enough to be
adopted, and, as I said before, no one would think for a mo-
ment of opposing that method at this time.

Our fathers were not so particular about building the Con-
stitution out of Democratic timber. They would have built
it more after the fashion of a constitutional monarchy if they
had been able to put over that kind of an instrument. They
were more afraid of the people in-those days than the Repub-
lican Party from Hanna to Hadley have been afraid of Theo-
dore Roosevelt. They built the Constitution so electors would
name the President, legislatures wonld name the Senators,
Presidents would name the judges, and, finally, so the judges
would have the divine (inherent) right to veto all that the
President, the Senate, the legislatures, and the people might
do, with the power to fine and jail for contempt without jury
trial, indictment, or other safegunard, and on top of that judges
were to serve for life without ever accounting fo the people
for their stewardship. After erawling inte the hole they pulled
the hole in after them by making it almost impossible to amend
the Constitution. To encourage the people to adopt the Con-
stitution they left State rights and local self-govérnment as
markers to designate the place where.

An awful war shot State rights out of the Constitution, and
all of a sudden democracy, which is immortal in the human
breast and can never die, began to resurreet itself from its
temporary oblivion. Presidential electors became figureheads,
and the people voted for the President and Vice President
direct. The people are now prodding the party in power for
presidential primaries. They will have presidential primaries,
and there is no power eonceivable that can stop them.

The people are revising the laws as to the judiciary, and the
power of the court over all other branches of Government is
sure to fall before the supreme and unconguerable power of
real democracy. Legislatures have been compelled to give up
their power to name United States Senators, so that the Senate
is to become a palladinm of democracy instead of a special-
interest club.

There is another matter I wish to spenk of here during the
few minutes T have left. The gentleman from Kansas [Mr.
Myrpock] awhile ago spoke aboot matters that had to be
brought up before the Democratic caucug to-night in order to
have them considered by this Congress. I swant to speak of one
proposition that must be brought up, and which musi be con-
sidered, in my opinion, in that canens and put on the emergeney
roll, if it is to be considered by this House, and that is the
seamen’s bill. T am a member of the Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries, and I have watched the progress of this
bill, and I have been very deeply interested in it. Back in 1912,
on Augnst 3, a bill known as the seaman’s bill passed this
House and went over to the Senate. The Senate practically de-
stroyed the bill by substituting the Burton subeommittee report
and enacting what was not satisfactory to anybody; yet the
Honse approved the Burton substitute, notwithstanding that
fact, under the then ecircumstances. Iven with that, President
Taft vetoed it, or at least killed it by pocket veto. Then came
the Democratie convention at Baltimore that stated that it was
in favor of a seaman’s bill that meant something—* not molasses
to cateh flies: our platform means business "—and this is the
plank in that platform which they passed on this subject:

We urge upon Congress the speedy enactment of lnws for the greater
security of life and property at sea; and we favor the repeal of all
laws, and the abrogation of so much of our treaties with other nations,
as provide for the arrest and imprisoument of seamen charged with de-
gertion or with violatlon of thelr contract of service. Such laws and
treaties are un-Amerlean and violate the spirit, If not the letter, of the
Constitution of the United Siates.

Senator LA Forrerte then took the original bill as it origizally
passed this House and introduced it in the Senate, and, with
two or three minor amendments, caused it to be passed and sent
over to the Demoeratic Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries. No Democratic committee, or Republican committee
either, gave the matter enough consideration to report a bill
Instead of the Democratic committee of this House reporting
the bill, we find that here, on the 12th of May, approaching
adjournment, that bill which was passed by the SBenate and is
before that committee has not been yet reported. It sleeps In
a slumber which I fear will know no waking. I favor amend-
ing the bill so as to place Puget Sound, San Francisco Bay, and
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New York Harbor on the same footing as to lifeboats and other
matters, but I believe that there is an emergency involved in
this matter. 1 believe if the committee_ pursues its course,
which seems to be somewhat governed by the international
treaty or agreement that has been framed at London, we are
not going to have any seamen’s bill at this session, and that, I
say, rather than to permit that, this House should demand a
report from the committee; that some steps should be taken by
the House, if not by the Democratic caucus, to bring that bill
to the front. It looks to me as if the bill is to be sidetracked;
and as one on the inside, as a member of this committee who
knows what is going on, I warn the friends of the bill, the
friends of the seamen of the country; I warn the friends of labor,
the friends of legislation for safety at sea, and all those who are
interested in the bill; I warn them all, as one who knows how
certainly that bill is being pocketed, how slowly it is being con-
sidered, that if public sentiment does not make itself felt and
force action by that committee, no timely or adequate action
will be taken, and the Democratic Party will again be con-
victed of violating its platform because of some English sug-
gestion, some English convention, some English get-together of
men who have different views about shipping than those which
we have. The rights of the seamen ought to be respected.
They opght to be considered in this matter, and as there are a
great many things involved in this English shipping agreement
that ought to be considered, they ought to be brought in in a
separate bill. . I want to warn the people of the country that
something must be done to save the seamen’s bill. The Demo-
cratiec constitution said the seamen’s rights were enshrined in
the Constitution. We have about given away our property
rights as to ships in the Panama Canal to English whims, but
in the name of real Democracy, which I declare is immortal, we
shall not allow England to tell us how to enforce human rights
protected by our Constitution here on our own shores and in
our own ports.

ANTITRUST LEGISLATION.

Mr. J. R. ENOWLAND. AMr. Speaker, I yield to the geuntle-
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. GRaAHAM].

Mr. GRAHAM of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to present and file views of some of the minority
of the House Committee on the Judicinry with reference to the
antitrust legislation bill. (H. Rept. 627, pt. 2.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. GrRagam] asks unanimous consent to file minority
views. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears
none.

ELECTION OF BENATORS.

Mr. RUCKER. Mr. Speaker, how much time have I re-
maining?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Tifteen minutes.

Mr. RUCKER. How much time has the other side remaining?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Fifteen minutes on the other
side.

Mr. RUCKER. I yield five minutes to the gentleman from
Missouri [Mr. ALEXANDER].

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr, Speaker, T almost feel like apologiz-
ing to the House for answering the siggestions made by the
gentleman from Washington [Mr. BrRyax]. I was chairman of

. the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries in the last
Congress and I am chairman of that eommittee in this Congress.
That committee hns under consideration what is known as the
seamen’s bill. In the last Congress I gave consideration to that

* bill, as did the members of my committee. It was reported to
the House and passed. Subsequently it passed the Senate with
amendments. The amendmeuts were agreed to in the House,
but the bill was pocketed by the President, much to my regret,
although it was not in the form in which I wished to see It
passed. T introduced a bill in the House in the present Con-
gress, nnd Senator La ForrerTe introduced a copy of my bill
in the Senate. So far as the seamen are concerned, the gentle-
man from Washington [Mr. BryaN] may be their friend. I
think I need not stute to this House, as I think they have the
evidence of the fact, that I have shown my friendship for the
seamen, but I am not willing simply because of my friendship
for the seamen to enact into law everything they want.

The bill introduced in the Sennte at the first session of this
Congress, which was a counterpart of the bill introduced in
the House at the first session of this Congress, was reported to
the Senate, and on the 23d day of October last passed the
Senate. In December, and while I was absent in Europe at-
tending the International Conference on Safety of Life at Sea,
the House committee, Judge Harpy, of Texans, being acting
chairman, had hearings on that bill, simply on the one feature

of it, namely, the lifeboat provision. They found that that pro-
vision as it passed the Senate was in conflict with the sentiment
on both coasts and on the Great Lakes. And I do not hesitate
to say that it was unreasonable and unjust to the shipping
interests of this country.

Mr. BUCHANAN of Illinois. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ALEXANDER. Not at present. I have only five minutes.
The committee was kind enough to postpone further hearings
on the bill until I came home. I-returned on the. 29th of
January. We immediately thereafter took up the bill and bad
hearings on the different features of it, and when those hear-
ings were closed we took the bill up for consideration in the
committee and day after day discussed its various features.
There are only five members of the committee who served in
the last Congress on the committee in this Congress. We have
given the bill most patient consideration. The bill is now pend-
ing before a subcommittee, and the subcommittee Is considering
the bill with the utmost care, and have before them the proposi-
tion of whether or not they will accept the provision with ref-
erence to lifeboats and lifeboat men, as provided in the
International Convention on Safety of Life, adopted at London.
What they may do with it I do not know, but so far as any
effort to smother that bill is concerned, it is untrue, and it is
unworthy of the gentleman from Washington [Mr. Bryax] to
even intimate such a thing. He was so impatient this morning
that he did not want to even consider that proposition.

Now, the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations is consider-
ing the London convention on safety of life at sea. I had a re-
quest from that committee not to report out the seamen's bill
until they had considered the London convention. But notwith-
standing their request, we are going ahead to consider the bill,
and we expect to report it out at an early date. Whether we
report it in the form already passed by the Senate, I do not
care to prophesy, as I do not wish to anticipate the action of
the committee, but I wish to say this, that it is being given thor-
ough consideration. And if the gentleman from Washington
[Mr. Bryax] will just open his mind and look at the provisions
of the bill, and not from a political and local standpoint un-
dertake to square himself with the seamen’s union on the Pacific
coast, maybe we will get a bill that will harmonize with com-
mon sense and justice toward every interest, the seamen in-
cluoded.

Mr. BRYAN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ALEXANDER. Yes.

Mr. BRYAN. The gentleman will admit that the subcommit-
tee never had a session until this morning—this 12th day of
May—will he not?

Mr. ALEXANDER. The subcommittee waa appointed a week
ago, and I undertook to group the provisions of the London con-
vention on safety of life at sea for their consideration when the
subcommittee met. I did so, and had them printed, and before
the committee this morning, and I could hardly get the gentle-
man to remain to read them.

Mr. BRYAN. We have got to handle the whole concern yet.

Mr. ALEXANDER. We will handle it, too, if the gentleman
will have patience.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Missouri
[Mr. Rucker] is recognized.

Mr. RUCKER. Mr. Speaker, I yield three minutes to the
gentleman from Washington [Mr. HUMPHREY].

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Washing-
ton [Mr. HumprHREY] i8 recognized for three minutes,

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington, Mr. Speaker, I think this
country owes a debt of gratitude to the distinguished chairman
of the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries, Judge
ALEXANDER, on account of the fact that he has kept the sea-
men’s bill in committee and is still considering it and having
changes made in it from what it was when it came over to the
House.

The seamen’s bill, if it were passed as it came from the Sen-
ate, would largely destroy the shipping interests of this coun-
try, and would benefit no one except a few so-called sailors who
do not think enough of this country to become naturalized. So
far as 1 am concerned, I have reached a point where I refuse
to shed tears for a class of men who do not think enough of
this country to become citizens before they come and ask its
protection and assistance.

And I want to say this much in regard to the chairman of the
Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries: I have
served with him for many years. I have never known a fairer-
minded man. There is no man in Congress in either House that
knows as much about the subjects involved in the seamen’s
bill as that distinguished chairman; and there is no man in
Congress who is more worthy of the contidence and the esteem of
this body than that gentleman. [Applause.]
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. Now. Mr. Chairman, just a word upon the bill under con-
gideration while I am upon my feet. I am one who has been in
favor of electing United States Senators by a direct vote of the
people for many years, long before I became a Member of this
body. Perhaps certain transactions which oceurred in my own
* State many vears ago impressed it on my attention. I have
always voted, every time I had an opportunity, for a law look-
ing to that end, and I am very glad that the liftle incipient
filibuster. that started the-other day on that side of the House
to prevent the consideration of this bill has evaporated; and I
am very glad not only on account of my own State but also
on account of others that that filibuster has ended and that the
bill is now before the House, I want to extend my congratula-
tions to the distinguished gentleman from Missouri [Mr.
Rucker] who has had it in charge, for to him belongs great
credit. [Applause.]

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Missouri
[Mr. Ruckier] has seven minutes remaining.

Mr. J. R. KNOWLAND. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan [Mr. MAPES],

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. Mapes] is recognized.

Mr. MAPES. Mr. 8peaker, this bill comes before the Honse
with the unanimous report of the Committee on Election of
President, Vice President, and Members of Congress, and no
doubt will pass the House by a practically unanimous vote.
The special rule which was brought in this morning to make
the bill in order was made necessary on account of the condition
of the calendar and on account of the action of the House a
few weeks ago, as referred to by the gentleman from Washing-
ton, in voting to consider on Calendar Wednesday the bill to
codify the laws relating to the judiciary.

It was necessary to adopt a special rule in order to pass the
bill in the House at this session of Congress and have the law
in operation before the fall election, when one-third of the
membership of the Senate is to be elected. The bill fo codify
the laws relating to the judiclary contains 198 pages, and when
the House voted to consider it on Calendar Wednesday it was
generally recognized that that action would; in all probability,
prevent the consideration of all other legislation on Calendar
Wednesday for the remainder of the session. Of course it was
well understood that there were some who hoped that that action
would prevent the consideration altogether of this particular
bill, providing for the election of United States Senators by the
people, and after that action the only way that it could be
brought up at this session was by the adoption of the special
rule making it in order.

The way in which this amendment was adopted and the delay
in having it incorporated into the Constitution serves as a
striking illustration of how tardy Congress is at times in keep-
ing up with the public sentiment of the country. There has
been a law on the statute books of the State of Michigan for
several years, as there has been in many other States of the
Union, for the nomination and election of Senators by direct
vote of the people. These laws were, of course, only advisory,
and for many years before the passage of this amendment there
had been an agitation all over the country for an amendment of
this kind to the Constitution.

Several attempts were made in Congress to secure the passage
of a resolution proposing such an amendment, but without suec-
cess. After the resolution was passed by Congress, however, it
was speedily adopted by the necessary three-fourths of the
legislatures of the several States to make it a part of the Con-
stitution. Only one year elapsed from the time the Clerk of the
House deposited the resolution with the Secretary of State noti-
fying that official of the action of Congress in passing it to the
time when the Secretary of State certified that the amendment
had been ratified by the legislatures of three-fourths of the
48 States of the Union, and had become a part of the Constitu-
tion of the United States.
~ I hold in my hand the certificate of the Secretary of' State to
that effect, dated the 31st day of May, 1913, and the original
resolution was deposited with the Secretary of State on the
15th day of May, 1912. Taking into consideration the fact that
most, if not all, of the legislatures of the different States do not
meet until Jannary, it will be seen that as a matter of fact the
proposed amendment was ratified by the necessary number of
States in much less than a year. This shows how readily the
States adopt a resolution proposing an amendment to the Con-
stitution, when backed by urgent public sentiment. The States
which ratified the resolution, according to the certificate of the
Secretary of State, are as follows:

Massachusetts, Arizona, Minnesota, New York, Kansas, Oregon, North
Carolina, California, Miciﬂgnn. Idaho, West Virginia, Nebraska, Iowa,

Montana, Texas, Washington, Wyoming, Colorado, Illinois, North Da-

kota, Nevada, Vermont, Maine, New Hampshire, Oklahoma, Ohio, South
Dakota, Indiana, Mlssouri, New Mexico, New Jersey, Tennessece, Ar-
kansas, Connecticut, I'ennsylvania, and Wisconsin.

There is no question but what the overwhelming sentiment of
the people of the country is in favor of this legisiation. It ear-
ries out the purpose of the recent amendment fo the Constitu-
tion, and I trust that it will pass without a dissenting vote.

Mr. J. R. KNOWLAND. Mr. Speaker, T yield five minutes to
the gentleman from Wyoming [Mr. MoNDELL].

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Wyoming
[Mr. MoxpeELL] is recognized for five minutes.

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Speaker, we are all in favor of legisln-
tion along the lites of the bill now before us. It is not neces-
rsary for those of us who have been here a considerable length
of time fo say that we are greatly pleased that the plan of
electing United States Senators by direct vote of the people hus
been adopted hs a part of the National Constitution.

As a Member of this body, I had the pleasure of voiing on
quite a number of occasions for an amendment of this charac-
ter, and in common with others who held that view I was de-
lighted when the constitutional amendment wnas adopted, and
it seems very important that we should have legislation to meet
the situation in States that have not legislated since the passage
of the constitutional amendment.

It does seem.to me, however, Mr. Speaker, that this legisla-
tion is not in the happiest form. I do not know but that it is
presumptuous to say it, in view of the fact that the gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. Rucker] assured us that the Senate had
given it very careful consideration and that his committee had
glven it very careful consideration. However, I desire to call
attention to the fact—and I do this because the gentleman from
Missouri has some time remaining and can perhaps remove my
doubts in regard to the legislation—that the constitutional
amendment provides “ when vacancies happen in the representa-
tion of any State in the Senate, the executive authority of such
State shall issue writs of election to fill such vacancies,” and so
forth. All that is necessary for Congress to do in the absence
of State legislation is to provide some method whereby the elec-
tion contemplated by the Constitution may be had.

That provision is made in section 2 of this bill; and section 2
of the bill, it seems to me, does all that it is necessary to do.
It provides that “ in any State wherein a United States Senator
is. hereafter to be elected, either at a general election or at a
special election called by the executive authority thereof to fill
that vacancy, until or unless otherwise specinlly provided by the
legislature thereof the nomination of ecandidates for such
office,” and so forth.

The bill itself is presumed to be temporary in character, and
yet section 1 of the bill is clearly in the form of permanent law.
The chairman has suggested that he proposes to offer an
amendment which will make that clearly temporary. Even so,’
I do not understand the necessity for the first section, and it
seems to me that complications may arise under it. The con-
stitutional amendment clearly contemplated that Senators might
be elected either at general or special elections, and so pro-
vides. This first section provides for elections only at certain
general elections.

Not being a lawyer, I do not hazard a guess as to whether
this provision providing for the election of Senators only at
general elections would preclude the election of a Senator at a
gpecial election, as contemplated by the constitutional amend-
ment, in the absence of any action by the legislature: but at
least there is a question there, and a question that ought, it
seems to me, to be clarified. Then this is also true: Under the
first section a vacancy occurring in the senatorial delegation of a
State after a congressional election could not be filled until
the next congressional election, Furthermore, do not sections
1 and 2 conflict, in that one relates to general elections only and
the other to general and special elections? Assuming that this
provision in section 1 for the election of a Senator at a regular
election precludes the election of a Senator at a special election,
are not the two sections in confliet?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman has
expired.

Mr. J. R, ENOWLAND. I yield 10 minutes to the gentleman
from North Dakota [Mr. NorroN].

Mr. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I trust that this bill will be
passed by the House this afternoon and that it will, without
further unnecessary delay, be enacted into law within o few
days. The State which I have the honor in part to represent is
very greatly interested in the enactment of the legislation pro-
posed by this bill. A primary election for county, State, and
congressional offices is to be held in my State on the 24th day
of June. At the general election to be held in November a

United States Secnator is to be elected. A number of candi-
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dates have already announced themselves for this office. The
25th of this month is, under the laws of my State, the last day
for the filing of nomination petitions by candidates for State
and congressional offices. The amendment to the Constitution
of the United States providing for the election of United States
Senators by direct vote of the people was adopted and became &
part -of the Constitution after the adjournment of our last legis-
lative assembly. The beginning of the next regular session of
our legislative assembly does not oceur until January, 1915.
There is serious guestion as to whether under the present laws
of my State any definite procedure is prescribed for the nomi-
nation and election of United States Senators by direct vote of
the people. Considerable discussion has taken place in the
State relative to the necessity of calling a special session of our
legislative assembly to enaet a special statute for the nomina-
tion and election of United States Senators in the manner now
required by the Constitution of the United States. The calling
of this special session would, of course, involve a large expense:
to the people of my State. Naturally, the people of my State
desire that this bill be enaected inte law at an early date. They
have been for several months awaiting anxiously in the hope
that this bill might become a law before the 2ith of this month
and by its terms remove all doubt as to the proper proceduare to
be followed for the election of a United States Senator this
year.

' In this connection it might be well to ecall the attention of
the House to the fact that the two Senators in this Congress
now representing my State have as a matter of fuct Dheen
elected to their present positions by the direct vote of the
people. As provided for in our primary and general-election
laws, they were first duly nominated at a primary election.
Then at the general election following they were voted for with
other candidates, and receiving the highest number of votes
cast were recommended to our legislative assembly for elec-
tion. The legislaiive assembly formally carried eut the wishes
of the people as expressed at the general election. So prac-
tically we have had in North Dakota for several years the
election of United States Senators by direct vote of the people.
Even this somewhat complicated method of electing United
States Senators by a vote of the people has proven highly satis-
factory to the people of my State. The sentiment of all parties
and all the people in my State is unanimously in favor of the
amendment to the Federal Constitution providing for election
of Senators by direct vote of the people.

It may be interesting to some gentiemen on that side to know
that there was enacted in North Dakota four years age a pref-
erential primary election law to apply to candidates for the
offices of President and Vice President of the United States. T
had the honor of assisting in drafting the law as it is now in
our statutes. Under this law at the primaries held in the
spring of 1912 the people of my State indicated by their votes
their preference as to the candidates they wished to have as the
nominees of the different political parties for the offices of
President and Vice President. I trust that a similar primary-
election law may soon be enacted by this Congress for all the
States of the Nation. [Applause.]

Mr. J. II. KNOWLAND. I yield four minntes to the gentle-
man from Wisconsin [Mr. CooPER].

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, the presentafion of this bill
and the knowledge that it is to become a law without opposi-
tion are ealculated to awaken interesting memories in the minds
of those of us who recall the many times the House of Repre-
sentatives voted for n constitutional amendment to provide for
the election of United States Senators by the people; only to
have that amendment defeated in the Senate. This we did
session after session, as the gentfeman from Illinois has said,
but always in vain

However, I did not intend to say anything on the pending
bill, and should not now do so were it not for the remarks
made by the gentlemnn fromr Washington [Mr. Bevan], In
which he alluded to the fact that in the national convention of
1008, at Chicago, 1 introduced o plank for the eleetion of Sen-
ators by the people, which was overwhelmingly defeated. It
may be well enough, in this connection, to remember, also, that
in the same convention I intreduced a plank for the physical
valuation of railroads, and that it also was defeated and by
an even greater vote, I refer to these things now only to show
the astonishing rapidity with wlich publie opinion in the United
Btates does change. The Iaw for the physieal valuation of rail-
roads has been on the statute books for three or four years.
It went through this House by a practically unanimous vote:
And yet when I'presented that plank in that convention it was
greeted with jeers and cries of “ Soeialist” and * Take it to
Denver.” So was the plank for the election of Senaters by the
people. Verlly, the world does move!

Mr. Speaker, everybody who has read the history of the
convention which drafted the Constitution of the United States
knows that the provision for the election of Senators by the
legislatures of the respective States: was the result of the pro-
found distrust which many of the members of the convention
entertained of the capacity of the people for self-government.
But mere and more the world has grown to realize that the
safest and really the most conservative government is govern-
ment by the people, where the people enjoy the blessings of a
generally diffused education and an enlightened publie opinion,
as is the case in this Republic. And public opinion, the greatest
foree in the world, carely, if ever, has done a more beneficent
work for the United States than when it compelled Congress to
pass the constitutional amendment providing for the election of
Senators by the people: It has added greatly to the people’s
responsibilities, but it has: also- added immeasurably to the
strength of the Republic. I congratulate the House and the
country on the legislation. [Applause.]

Mr. RUCKER. Mr. Speaker, T yield to the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. MireHELL] one minute.

Mr. MITCITELL. Mr. Speaker, I did not intend to speak
on this question, and only do so now in view of the remarks
made by the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Coorer]. My
memory goes back to the time when, in 1907, as a member of the
upper branch of the State FLegislature in Afassachusetts, for
the first time in the history of that State, a committee reported
favorably on a proposition for an amendment to the Constitu-
tion, providing for the election of United States Senators by
direct vote of the people. I had been a member of that senate
for four years, and up to that time we had been unable fre-
quently to get votes enough for the proposition to demand a
roll call in either branch of the legislature. And I, teo, with the
gentleman frem Wisconsin [Mr. Coorer], am impressed with
the tremendous progress: which popular government is making
In this country, and I am happy to have this opportunity of vot-
ing for this measure and i assisting to put upon the statute
books this additienal provision for the promotion. of popular
Government..

It is the culminating measure in writing into the law of the
land the election of United States Senators by the people

I rejoice that an opportunity has been afforded me of being
present to vote for this measure. Some years ago, as a member
of the Massachusetts Legislature, I introduced such legislation
into the house, but it did not make very mueh progress; in fact,
it was extremely difficult to ebtain a rell eall upon this measure.
Afterwards, as a member of the senate, I introduced such a
bill, and it had the distinction of being the first measure tending

 to bring about a change in the election of United States Senators

to be favorably reported by the committee on constitutienal
amendments; It was reported in the senate, but was ever-

' whelmingly defeated. That was only a brief seven years ago.

Since that time. from one end of the Union to the ether, popu-

 lar sentiment has developed to such an extent that now we find

this beneficial measure the law of the land. It shows the tre-
mendous growth in recent years of popular government and
speaks well for the future of eur country. We have seen with
this corresponding increase in the active participation by all of
the citizens in the selection. of their candidates a growing and
ever-widening interest in public affairs, and with this growth
and development of the public, brought about by measures of
this character, we have seen the diminution of the intfluence of
special interests in legislation.

When we stop Lo contemplate the wonderful development and
growth ef popular government in recent years, can we not feel
encouraged to helieve that it will continue. and that in the
years to come evntemplated laws that are now scoffed at and
sneered at, looking to the protection of the health and the lives,
the happiness; of the great mass of our people, will be over-
whelmingly adopted? 5

I am for this measure heart and soul, because I have anlways
believed' that the pepular election of United States Senators
was the great gateway through which all reform: legislation
would eventwally pass. The Senate has been the reactionary
body. Muclh of the good legislation which in former years so
frequently passed the House abways fell in the Senate. Senators
will now have to go upon the hustings and defend their ecourse
in legislution and their actions and their votes upon mensures
thnt come before them. and they will be mighty careful to make
that action accord with the sane, reasonable, progressive idens
of the people. In the past they have been respounsible to ne
one: The legislature that elected them was dissolved many
times—In our Stute at lenst—before their term expired. Now
they will be real servants of the people, and T believe that their
ears will be attuned to cateh the popular impulses and that
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they will respond more quickly, more effectively, and, I trust,
more beneficially than ever before.

Mr. RUCKER. Mr, Speaker, just briefly replying to the
suggestion made by the gentleman from Wyoming [Mr. MoxN-
DELL], let me call his attention to the fact that the language he
read from the seventeenth amendment to the Constitution refers
to the filling of a vacancy, which, of course, can not be done
until after a vacancy has ocurred. Then the executive anthority
of a State may-do the things authorized. - The first section of
the bill, while in my opinion it is not absolutely necessary, is
a wise provision to retain, for the reason that this language
determines when the first election under this amendment shall
take place. Mark you, the first section relates to something
that occurs before a vacancy can occur, the election being in
November in most of the States for the term beginning in March
after that, I think the language is necessary.

Mr. MONDELL. Will the gentleman yield for one question?

Mr. RUCKER. Make it very brief, because my time is short.

Mr. MONDELL. In ease a vacancy should occur immediately
after the congressional election this fall and before the State
legislature has acted, would there be any way under this legis-
lation whereby that vacancy could be filled for two years?

Mr. RUCKER. Oh, I think so; beyond a question. You can
have your legislature meet

Mr. MONDELL. By convening the legislature, yes; but with-
out convening the legislature?

Mr. RUCKER. Let me say fo the gentleman that I am not
trying to perfect this so as to meet every possible contingency.
I am content to rest with confidence on the action of the Senate.
I believe they have prepared a bill which will cover all reason-
able conditions and emergencies.

Mr. MANN. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. RUCKER. I always yield to the gentleman,

Mr. MANN. The gentleman knows that there has been some
question raised with reference to two nominations of Members
of the House for Senator, one from Alabama——

Mr. RUCKER. I anticipate the gentleman's question, and if
he will permit me, I will say that I announced a while ago,
probably during the gentleman’s temporary absence from the
floor, and I say “ temporary ” because he is always here, many
times when I wish he was not [laughter]—that I had it in mind
to offer an amendment to line 4, page 2, after the word * office,”
s0 as to read “the nomination for such office not heretofore
made,” shall be made, and so forth, referring to the time when
nominations shall be made for the regular election. I think that
would meet the point.

Mr. COOPER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RUCKER.
time is now very short.

Mr. COOPER. Is it not within the power of the committee to
give the gentleman more time?

Mr. MANN. You can get more time under the five-minute rule.

Mr. RUCKER. Let me say, Mr. Speaker, to the membership
of the House that I believe this is the final act, so far as
Congress is concerned, in the consummation of the greatest
reform that has been accomplished in this country since the
Civil War. I do not believe there has been any great measure
enacted into law which has given more universal satisfaction,
which has ignored party lines and divisions, and received more
general approval than has this measure. The gentleman from
Tllinois, the distinguished minority leader, becoming reminiscent
awhile ago, spoke of occurrences in the House some time ago,
and in the course of his remarks paid me a tribute much more
complimentary than any action of mine fairly construed war-
rants. I appreciate the nice things the gentleman said, and
thank him for saying them. I want to say that I fully concur
in most the gentleman said in relation to the history of the
constitutional amendment providing for the popular election of
Senators. It is true that at one time I resisted for months the
action of the Senate in forcing upon us the amendment in its
present form. I believed then, and believe now, that the elec-
tion of Senators ought to be controlled by the people of the
States to be represented. I did at one time hope the Senate
would recede, but the gentleman gquoted me correctly when he
said that failing to secure the recession of the Senate, I ac-
cepted the Senate attitude because my purpose always was, if
possible, to secure this reform along lines which met with my
approval and best judgment, if possible, and if not, then along
any line that would wive the people of this country a chance to
vote directly for Senuators from their States. The gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. Maxx] dld quite as much as any Member
to secure the submission and adoption of the resolution pro-
posing the seventeenth amendment,

I will yield, yes; but I want to say that my'

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.. GarrerT of Tennessee)..
The time of the gentleman has expired, and the Clerk will read
the bill for amendment,

The Clerk read as follows:

8ec. 2. That in any State wherein a United States Senator is here-
after to be elected eitger at a general election or at any speclal election
called by the executive authority thereof to fill a vacaney, until or unless
otherwise specially provided by the legislature thereof, the nomination
of candidates for such office shall be made, the election to fill the game
conducted, and the result thereof determined as near as may be in
accordance with the laws of such Btate regulating the nomination of
candidates for and election of Members at Large of the National House
of Representatives: Provided, That in case no provision is made in any
State for the case of the nomination or election of Representatives at
Large, the procedure shall be in accordance with the laws of such State
respecting the ordinary executive and administrative officers thereof who
are elected by the vote of the people of the entire State: And provided
further, That In any case the candidate for Senator receiving the highest

-| number of votes shall be deemed elected,

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
committee amendment.
* The Clerk read as follows:
Amend, in line 10, page 2, by striking out the words “ the case of.”

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, I would like to be recognized on the
amendment. A parliamentary inquiry. Under the rule, how
much time am I entitled to?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. To one hour.

Mr. MANN. It is needless to say, Mr. Speaker, that I shall
not take that much time, but I suggest to my friend from Mis-
souri that the next time he prepares a rule to hasten debate in
the House, where he fixes the length of time for general debate,
he should also fix the time for debate under amendment. I shall
not consume the time, but in this case the gentleman could not
move the previous question very well while I have the floor, I
could use an hour very easily discussing this question,

Mr. RUCKER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MANN. Certainly.

Mr. RUCKER. I will say to the gentleman that the resolu-
tion was expressly framed in this way, so as not to limit debate
or limit amendment, but to throw it wide open in hope that the
getl]tleman from Kansas would not deliver a lecture on gag
rule.

Mr. MANN. I was not speaking about limiting debate on the
amendment, but the gentleman’s rule did limit general debate
to one hour. But under the rule here is an amendment which
involves the entire question, and I have an hour if I want to use
it. I shall not use the time. There are two amendments here
upon which we might easily take the rest of the afternoon.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The guestion is on the commit-
tee amendment.

The committee amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the next
committee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amend, in lines 11, 12, 13, and 14, page 2, by striking out the words
‘“in accordance with the laws of such State respecting the ordinary
executive and administrative officers thereof who are elected by the
vote of the people of the entire State,” and insert in licu thereof the
words * the same as that provided for the nomination and election of
governor of such State.”

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, I would like to eall the attention
of the gentleman from Missouri to the question I attempted to
ask at the outset of general debate. The gentleman will observe
that in the bill as it came from the Senate the proviso begin-
ning on line 9, page 2, read as follows:

Provided, That in case no provision s made in any State for the case
of the nomination or election of Representatives at Large, the procedure
shall be in accordance with the laws of such State respecting the ordl-
nary executlve and administrative officers thereof who are elected by
the vote of the people of the entire State.

Then followed the proviso beginning on line 16:

Provided, That in any case the candidate for Senator receiving the
highest number of votes shall be deemed elected.

That, of course, meant the highest number of the votes of
the entire State. But in the bill as reported by the House com-
mittee, and now before us, the words—
in accordance with the laws of such State respecting the ordinary exec-
utive and administrative officers thereof who are elected by the vote
of the people of the entire State—
have been stricken out, and in lien thereof the words—
the same as that provided for the governor of a State—
have been inserted, thus making an entirely different require-
ment, because under certain circumstances in the State of
Yermont the governor is not elected by vote of the people of
the entire State. If no candidate for governor at the general
election in the State of Vermont has a clear majority of the
entire vote of the State, then the election of a governor is
thrown into the legislature, and the legislature may elect a

The Clerk will report the first
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governor without regard to the vote of the people of the entire

State.
The last proviso of the Senate bill, especially the words in
line 17— :
The candidate for Senator receiving the highest number of votes—

relited to the election by the people of the entire State—that
is, to the highest number of the votes cast in the entire State—
but if the election of Senator in the State of Vermont should
be thrown into the legislature does not the gentleman from
Missouri think there is ambiguity or contradiction in the lan-
guige of the bill as amended?

A: UCKER. Mr. Speaker, I am frank to say to the gen-
tlex. o that he has suggested some things that were not dis-
cussed by the committee and that possibly might have some
danger in them, but I will say to him that this measure, with
the discussion that has taken place here, will go to the Senate,
and if there is danger in those lines he can rest assured that
it will be settled so there will be no trouble about it. The
amendment the committee made was made at the suggestion
of one member of the committee by reason of conditions exist-
ing in the State in which the member lives. We thought the
langnage was better than the language prepared in the original
bill.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman sees, of conrse,
that line 14, when connected up with the proviso as it origi-
nally read, provides that the Senators shall be elected by a vote
of the entire State, and that a plurality shall elect.

Mr. RUCKER. Of course the gentleman well understands
that this is an act relating. solely to the election of Senators,
and that under the universal rule, recognized everywhere, the
entire act would be construed together, and the first section
makes it clear and plain that the election with which we are
dealing is the election of United States Senators by the people of
the State. I think there is no trouble about that at all. If T
thought there was any danger along these lines, 1 would be glad
to change the language of the bill.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I wish to make a sugges-
tion for the consideration of the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
CooPer], on the point on which he was just speaking, It seems
to me that the last proviso might be taken up in this way as
applying particularly to the exigency which might arise in
Vermont. If it be found that no candidate has a majority for
election, then the proviso supplies a way out of the difficulty by
stating that in any event the candidate for Senator who receives
the highest number of votes shall be deemed elected; in other
words, making the proviso apply to a case of that kind as well
as to the matter of the number of votes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. GarrerT of Tennessee).
The question is on agreeing to the second commiftee amend-
ment.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. RUCKER. Mr. Speaker, I offer the following amend-
ment, which I send to the desk and ask to have read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 2, line 4, after the word “ office,” insert the words “ not there-
tofore made,”

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on agreeing
to the amendment.

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RUCKER. Yes.

Mr. WILLIS. Is the gentleman sure that the word “ there-
tofore ” is the proper word to use in that amendment?

Mr. RUCKER. I was not quite sure whether the word should
be * theretofore” or * heretofore.”

Mr. WILLIS. If he uses the word “ theretofore,” the gentle-
man will see that will take it back to the general time referred
to in the preceding language. As I understand the gentleman,
what he wants to cure is the possible defeet that would be ap-
plicable to certain Members of the House who have already
been nominated for Senator.

Mr. RUCKER. Mr. Speaker, recognizing the gentleman's
ability, T will gladly accept his suggestion.

Mr. WILLIS. It seems to me that the word ought to be
“ herelofore.”

Mr. RUCKER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
modify the amendment by changing the word “ theretofore ' to
“ heretofore.” ’

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. RUCKER. Mr. Speaker, I desire to say this, that the
word does not have reference to the date of the passage of the
bill, but has reference to the date of the election under the bill

Mr. WILLIS. I think it is clearer to make it read * here-
tofore.”

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, I do not think it is clear elther

‘way, myself. I went over this bill, examining that question as

best I could, and personally I do not believe that the bill would
affect at all the nominations made in Alabama and South,
Dakota. T believe those are the only two places where nomina-
tions have been made or are likely to be made before the bill
becomes a law. I suggest to the gentleman from Missouri
[Mr. Rucker] that if this amendment be inserted in the bill,’
with these other amendments which have been agreed to, the

bill ought to be considered in conference, if he has suggestions * -
to make to the Senate, instead of having the Senate agree to- _
these various amendments, so that these things can be very
carefully considered. When this legislation is enacted, it ought
not to give rise to a lot more controversies which the constitu-
tional amendment has given rise to already. ol

Mr. RUCKER. Mr. Speaker, I will say to the gentleman
that I have conferred with the author of the bill and some other’
gentlemen on both sides of the Senate Chamber who are very
much interested in the speedy passage of the bill, and I am quite
certain Senators will welcome prompt action by the House, and
if there is anything in it that needs changing, it will be done
before final action in the Senate, perbaps in conference, I
think that that is the expectation.

Mr. MANN. I suggested conference. Whether it is done in
conference or by the Senate, I do not care, so long as these
things are carefully considered.

Mr. BRYAN. Mr, Speaker, I attempted a moment ago to
receive recognition in reference to the amendment already
passed, basing this election on the method of electing a gov-
ernor, which is absolutely right. The committee has shown good
judgment in cutting out the provision for the election in the
same manner as other administrative officers are elected, be-
cause there are all kinds of differences in State statutes as to
how various administrative officers of the State shall be elected,
but when we say that Senators shall be nominated and elected
in the way the governor is elected we have something definite.
Second-choice provisions apply as to some offices and do not
apply as to others.

I introduced the first bill upon this subjeet, and based it
upon that theory, and I take some pride in seeing, while my
bill was not accepted on the other side, that the committee did
put my view of that particular feature into the bill. The bill
would be much better now if all reference to the manner of elect-
ing Congressmen at Large were eliminated and the whole
procedure were based on the manner of electing a governor
as in my bill, introduced over a year ago—April 21, 1913—’
provided. In our own State we had considerable difficulty
determining whether the second-cholce provisions of our primary
law referred to Congressmen at Large, but there is no indefi-
niteness as to the manner of electing and nominating a governor.

Mr. HAMILTON of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, will the gentle-
man yield? =

Mr. RUCKER. Let me suggest to the gentleman that I am
not more timid than other men, but if we want to pass this bill
we had better get at it.

Mr. HAMILTON of Michigan. I was merely going to eall
the gentleman's attention to the word “near” at the end of
line 5 on page 2. The gentleman from Missouri is an eminent
grammarian, a man of high authority on the use of language,
and I would inquire of him whether he thinks the word * near”
ought to be employed there or the word * nearly "—simply in
the interest of good form?

Mr. RUCKER. The gentleman from Michigan has compli-
mented the gentleman from Missouri and criticized some Sena-
tor of the United States. I did not write the language.

Mr. HAMILTON of Michigan. I am glad to compliment the
gentleman from Missouri and am perfectly willing to eriticize
the Senator. :

Mr. RUCKER. Mr, Speaker, I ask for a vote.

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. RUCKER. Mr. Speaker, I offer another amendment.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the
amendment,

The Clerk read as follows:

Amend by inserting a new section at the end of the bill, to be num-
bered section 3 and to read as follows:

“ 8pc. 3. That this act shall expire by limitation at the end of three
years from the date of its approval.”

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. RUCKER. Mr. Speaker, I demand the previous guestion
on the bill and amendments to final passage.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Missouri
moves the previous question on the bill and amendments to
final passage.

The question was taken, and the previous question was or-
dered.
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The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed.

On motion of Mr. RUCKER, & motion to reconsider the vote by
which the bill was passed was laid on the table.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS,

Mr, FALCONER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend and revise my remarks on the bill.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Washington asks
unanimous consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp. Is
there objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none.

Mr. FALCONER. Mr. Speaker, I would also ask unanimous
consent for leave to print an address made by Mr. Elwood
Mead, at Denver, Colo., on April 9, on farm loans and credit
extensions and reclamation practices in Australia. This is a
matter of much interest to the people of my State and the
country generally.

The SPEAKER. Who made the speech?

Mr. FALCONER. Mr. Elwood Mead. This gentleman was
invited to make this address by Secretary Lane, of the Interior
Department, and——

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Washington asks unan-
imouns consent to print in the Recorp a speech made by Mr.
Mead at Denver, Colo., on the subject of irrigation and reclama-
tion. Is there objection?

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, I
did not understand it was on the subject——

Mr. FALCONER. It was on reclamation projects in Aus-
tralin.

Mr. MANN. The gentleman said farm credits.

Mr. FALCONER. It also treats of methods of loans for farm
. improvements.

Mr. MANN. There is a committee that is having hearings
on this subject and innumerable documents on the subject. Are
we going to priut all in the RlEcorp?

Mr. FALCONER. .1 should not have said farm ecredits so
much as methods of handling funds in connection with irriga-
tion and reclamation, and in this way dealing with the farm-
loan feature of the financial system of Australia.

Mr. MANN. As I understand, the speech is on the subject of
irrigation bonds?

Mr. FALCONER. It covers the question of bonds issued
against irrigation and loans on lands in process of improvement.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object,
we have had so many reclamation-project bonds sold by bond
houses of the United States where failures have been made by
the concerns that have issued the bonds, and so many of our
people have been fooled by that sort of investment and have
lost every dollar they put into them that it is a serious ques-
tion whether we ought to take the dictum of somebody as to
what is being done in Australia, and it seems-to me that the
irrigation-bond proposition in this country has been so over-
done that there is serious danger of adding to the troubles that
have already existed and now exist as to the investment of our
] -ople, and I really think it is a question whether we ought to
let this be printed and sent out. However, I will not object.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The
Chair hears none,

AMBASSADORS TO ARGENTINA AND CHILE.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr, Speaker, I offer the fol-
Jowing privileged report (No. 667) from the Committee on
Raules.

The SPTAKER. The gentleman from Tennessee offers a
privileged report from the Committee on Rules, which the Clerk
will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

The Committee on Rules, to whom were referred the resolutions (H.
Res. 607 and H, Res, 508) providing, respectively. for the consideration
of H. R. 15503 and H. R. 1 7, having considered the same, beg to re-
port in lieu thereof the following substitute and recommend that it be

adopted :

“Resolved, That immediately ugon the adoption of this resclution the
House shall resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union for the consideration of 8. 4563 and H. R. 15503 ;
that the first reading of the bills be dispensed with, and that there shall
be one hour’s general debate on both bills, to be divided equally be
those favoring and those opposing the measures. At the expiration of
eaid one hour's general debate the bllls shall be considered in the order
named under the five-minute rule, and the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union shall perfect and report the measures
to the House, whereupon the previous question shall be considered as
ordered npon the bills and all amendments adopted in the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union to final passage without
intervening motion, except one motion to recommit.”

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, the bills which
this rule seeks to make in order are Senate bill 4553 and House
bill 15503, respectively. The bill 8. 4558 is to authorize the ap-
pointment of an ambassador to Argentina, and H. R. 15503 is a

bill authorizing the appointment of an ambassador to the Re-
public of Chile. These bills have been unanimously reported
from the Committee on Foreign Affairs. They have the ap-
proval of those who are directly responsible for the conduct of
our foreign affairs—not only the approval, but a request, sup-
ported by those in the best position to know what the foreign
relations of our country are—and therefore it seemed to the Com-
mittee on Rules that it was very proper to bring these matters
in, and hence it has made this report.

Mr. MANN. Will the gentleman yleld?

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I will.

Mr. MANN. I did not catch the reading of the rule entirely.
How much time is allowed for general debate?

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. An hour for general debate on
both bills. .

Mr. MANN. On each bill?

Mr. G of Tennessee. On both bills; one hour to the
two bills,
Mr. MANN. How can you have general debate at the same

time upon two bills? You can not consider tlem at the same

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. It can be done by unanimous
consent. Anyone who should get the floor, of course, would
have half an hour. Half of the time is controlled by gentlemen
in favor of the bill, and one-half of the time is controlled by any-
one opposed to the bills. and during that time the person having
the floor can talk on either one or both of the bills or ean yield
to any person to speak on any one or both.

Mr. MANN. I suppose the Committee on Rules can do almost
anything in the way of a rule, if it is backed up by the House.
_ Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. It can not do anything unless
it is backed up.

_Mr. MANN. T understand; but the novelty to me is to pro-
vide for general debate on a number of bills at the same tHme.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. This provides for the control
of the time; that the time shall be controlled——

Mr. MANN. You can not have both bills up for consideration
at the same time. Each bill must have a first reading.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. The rule dispenses with the
first reading.

Mr. MANN. Well, the bill has to be reported to the com-
mittee or to the House, in any event. I suppose next we shall
have a rule to have general debate one day and then no further
E:en?ral debate during the entire session of Congress. [Laugh-

er,

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Would not the gentleman ap-
prove of something of that sort?

Mr. MANN. Well, so far as concerns the debate that comes
from that side of the House I would. I think we could profit-
ably dispense with most of that. But you gain light when it
;:om]es to general debate from this side of the House. [Laugh-

er.

Mr. BARKLEY. Does the
light debate? [Laughter.]

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Speaker, T simply suggest to the gen-
tleman from Illinois that general debate for one hour precedes
the consideration of these two bills in their order, at which time
they shall be taken up and considered under the five-minute
rule for amendment and debate. I think the rule specifically
provides the method by which this is to be done. and that there
is no great difficulty about it. One hour is allowed for general
debate, and then the bills shall be taken up in the order named
in the rule for amendment and debate.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? Does
the gentleman think that the House can consider two bills af
the same time?

Mr. CAMPBELL. If it agrees to the rule, it can.

Mr. MANN. It will be considering them; but ecan it, as a
mzltltter of fact? You can not pass two bills at the same roll
call.

Mr. CAMPBELL. The two bills are to be debated. The gen-
eral debate is one thing. The consideration of the bills is
another thing. There is to be one hour of general debate, in
which you ean discuss Argentina or Chile or the general dilapi-
dated condition of the Democratic Party. [Laughter.]

Mr. WILLIS. There would not be enough time for that.
[Renewed laughter.]

Mr, MANN. The bills are under consideration. That is what
the rule provides. And it is proposed to have two measures,
entirely distinct, under consideration at the same time. You
might as well try to put one man in two places at the same time.

Mr. OGLESBY. You mean you can not have two men in one
place, [Laughter.]

Mr. CAMPBELL. The bill can be taken up for amendment,

gentleman from Illinois mean
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AMr. MANN. The bill is under consideration just as much
during the general debate, theoretically, as it is at any other
time. \

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee, Has the gentleman concluded?

Mr. CAMPBELL. I do not care to use any time.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I think we might
as well put this to a practical test, to see whether we can debate
two bills at the same time; and I therefore move the previous
question.

The previous question was ordered. ;

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the reso-
lution.

The question was taken, and the Speaker announced that the
ayes seemed to have it

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, I ask for a division.

The House divided; and there were—ayes 42, noes 27.

So the resolution was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Froob]
is recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. MANN. Is this in the House as in Committee of the
Whole? I think the House automatically goes into Committee
of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. The House automatically resolves itself into
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, and
the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. MooN] will take the chair.

Thereupon the House resolved itself into Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for the consideration of
the bill (8. 4553) to authorize the appointment of an ambassa-
dor to Argentina and of the bill (H. R. 15503) authorizing the
appointment of an ambassador to the Republic of Chile, with
Mr. Moox in the chair.

The CHAIRMAN. The House is in Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for the consideration of Senate
bill 4533 and House bill 15503. The gentleman from Virginia
[Mr. Froop] is recognized.

My, FLOOD of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, the growing im-
portance, politically and commercially, of the two Republics of
Argentina and Chile has led their Governments to suggest to
our State Department the propriety of accrediting diplomatie
representatives of the highest character to those countries. Our
executive department is most favorably inclined to this sug-
gostion. Recognizing the greatness of these two South American
countries, their commercial importance, and the great part they
will play in the world’s politics in the years to come, the Presi-
dent and the State Department are desirous that we aceredit to
these two Republics ambassadors instead of envoys extraordi-
nary and ministers plenipotentiary.

It is needless for me to go into a very lengthy discussion of
the commerecial and political importance of these two countries.
1 will therefore give my reasons for advocating this bill as
briefly as possible.

ARGENTINA,

The United States is just entering upon a great Pan American
era and it ean not afford to neglect any worthy opportunity and
responsibility which will make and keep it a leader in the prog-
ress of the American Republics. It is no exaggeration, speaking
from the Latin-American, as well as the United States stand-
point, to state that the United States may now be facing a criti-
cal period in the future of the western continent, What it does
now and during the next few years in its Pan American policy
will determine whether its sister Republies of the south are to
follow it and cooperate with it for the good of all American
nations, or are to follow Europe and cooperate with her in the
development of international commerce and comity and of that
international interdependence which has such vast significance.

The majority of the people and of the newspapers of the United
States have been so oceupied with home affairs or with foreign
questions involving Europe and Asia and the near-by States of
Latin America that they have not had time to study and appre-
ciate the wonderful material development and politieal progress
of Argentina and Chile in southern South Ameriea. If they knew
the situation as they know that of the States of the United
States, they would wonder why we had not already voted that
the legations in Buenos Aires, the capital of Argentina, and
Santingo, the capital of Chile, should be raised to the rank of
embassies, The small additional cost to the United States
Government of a few thousand dollars is a mere bagatelle com-
pared to the value of the commmerce, the prestige, and the influ-
ence involved. Take the consensus of opinion of a thousand
Americans who have visited Argentina and Chile during the past
three years and they will almost unanimously declare that this
step should now be voted In unanimous acclamation by the
United States Congress. These are not terms of exaggeration or
enthusiasm. They are simple facts which are absolutely true

and which can not be disputed except by those who are un-
familiar with the situation.

Some years ago the United States raised its legation in Brazil
to an embassy, and every student of international relations
will tell you that it was a wise, deserved, and well-rewarded
action. Now let the United States take similar action in Ar-
gentina and Chile, the other two great countries of the so-
called “A B C" relationship. If the United States delays such
action, the honors of this distinetion will go to Spain, and may
soon be followed by France and possibly Great Britain and
Germany. Spain has already acted in Argentina, and it is in-
deed significant that Germany has recently sent Prince Henry
on a special mission of courtesy and recognition to both Argen-
tina and Chile, which may be a preparatory step to following
the example of Spain.

Possibly a bird’s-eye view of some of the remarkable features
of Argentina and Chile may help Members of Congress to ap-
preciate the importance of these Republics.

Looking first at Argentina, we note that it is located almost
entirely in the South Temperate Zone. It has a greater reach
from north to south—=2,700 miles—than has the connected area
of the United States. It has an area of 1,135,000 square miles,
which is equal to that section of the United States east of the
Mississippi River and part of the first tier of States west of it.
It has a greater proportion of productive agricultural area
than has the corresponding area of the United States. It has a
population exeeeding 9,000,000, according to latest estimates,
and could support in prosperity 70,000,000. It conducts a for-
eign commerce valued at the immense total of $000,000,000,
which gives it the largest per capita trade of any important
nation in the world. It conducts, with this population of
9,000,000, a greater foreign trade than mighty Japan, which has
a population of 50,000,000, or of great China, which has 300.-
000,000. It bought last year from the United States products
valued at $60,000,000, and it sold to the United States products
valued at $22,000,000, or a total exchange of products valued at
$82,000,000. This represents a greater increase in the last dec-
ade than the trade of any European country with Argentina,
and yet the United States has only begun to open up its trade
possibilities in that land.

Buenos Aires, the eapital of Argentina, is the fourth city of
the Western Hemisphere, ranking after New York, Chicago, and
Philadelphia. It is the second Latin eity in the world, ranking
next to Paris. It is the largest city of the world south of the
Equator, It has to-day a population of 1,500,000, which repre-
sents an increase of 600,000 in the last 10 years. As evidence
of Buenos Aires’ greatness as a world capital, it should be
realized that it has spent $50,000,000 in providing itself with
an unsurpassed system of concrete docks and wharves and
with two channels, each 30 miles long and 30 feet deep, to
deep water in the River Plate. It has just expended $25,000,000
on a great subway system of transportation. It has recently
completed a ecapitol building, second only to our own among
the eapitols of the world. It possesses the finest mewspaper
building and plant in the world; it possesses the finest opera
house in the world, except possibly those of Paris and Vienna,
and, finally, it possesses the finest array of public-school build-
ings of any ecity in the world.

Argentina is gridironed with a system of railroads that reach
from Patagonia 2,000 miles to Paraguay, and is constructing
now many thousands of additional miles. It is now shipping
abroad vast quantities of wheat and beef. It has two trans-
continental systems of railways connecting its Atlantic senboard
with the Pacific seaboard of Chile and successfully crossing
the Andes en route. It is building great irrigation systems
in the arid sections, it is harnessing the water powers of the
Andes, and it is making navigable the channels of the ’arana
and Uruguay Rivers far into the interior.

Looking, in conclusion, at the sentimental side of the ques-
tion, it should be remembered that the great liberator of Argen-
tina, San Martin, fought successfully for the independence of
his country under the inspiration of George Washington; that
the constitution of Argentina in many respects is written upon
the Constitution of the United States; that Sarmiento, its great
President of later years, who founded and built up Argentina’s
educational system upon knowledge Le acquired in the United
States, was always a true friend of the United States; and that
to-day Minister Naon, who ably represents Argentina in the
United States, is a great student of the institutions of the United
States, and ranks not only as one of the leading statesmen but
foremost educators of his country, will make a most worthy and
distinguished ambassador in the foreign diplomatic colony of
Washington.

And so I might go on giving reasons upon reasons why the
United States Legation in Buenos Aires should be raised to an
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embassy, but I will conclude with only one more observation
regarding that country. The Argentine Congress is this week
just beginning its annual regular session. It is a distinguished
and representative body, like the Congress of the United States.
The newspapers of Argentina have been discussing the move-
ment of the United States to raise the rank of its legation in
Buenos Aires to an embassy, and these Congressmen can not
fail to note that up tc now, many months after the introduc-
tion of the bill in the United States, it has not been passed.
They are also well aware that the King of Spain has just signed
a decree raising the Spanish Legation to an embassy. If the
United States Congress should now fail to pass unanimously
this important bill, such action might naturally inspire unfa-
vorable and unfortunate comment among the sensitive, high-
strung, forceful, and ambitious peoples and Congressmen of this
sister Republic. On the other hand, now that the gnestion is
brought for the first time to a determining vote, immediate and
favorable action will produce a profoundly favorable impres-
slon on the Argentine people and Congress, which can not fail
to have a permanent and good effect npon the relations of the
TUnited States and Argentina. [Applause.]
CHILE.

Now, let us consider Chile. While much that I have =aid
about Argentina will apply equally well to Chile and need not,
therefore, be repeated, there is much which is striking and im-
pressive regarding the latter country that should be borne care-
fully in mind. In view of the fact that the Panama Canal is
about to be opened to commerce and that the attention and hopes
of the American people are centered in that waterway, Chile
has a unique and extraordinary importance in the foreign, polit-
ical, and commercial relations of the United States. Although
it may not have as extensive population, area, and foreign trade
as Argentina and Bragil, it has a strategical, commercial, and
politieal position of great significance and power which must not
be forgotten or underestimated. Chile holds in South America
a place of peculiar strength which gives it a remarkable influ-
ence in the diplomatic councils of that continent, and especially
in the so-called A B C relationship. Following the comple-
fion of the Panama Canal and having in mind the great fifth
Pan American conference, which is to meet at Santiago, the capi-
tal of Chile, in Nevember of this year, it would seem unfortunate
not to raise the United States Legation at Santiago to the rank
of an embassy. What Chile may lack in actual area, population,
and foreign commerce, it more than makes up in international
influence, in stability and quality of government, in vigor of
race, in pride of achievement, and in exceptional geographical
position. And yet, though Chile may not egual Brazil and Ar-
gentina in square miles, number of inhabitants, and in value of
foreign trade, it is still remarkable in these respects and worthy
of special consideration and study. Chile has an area of nearly
800,000 square miles, which is nearly equal to that of Spain and
France combined. It has a population of about 4,000,000, but
these are 4,000,000 of energetic, high-class people. It conducted
last year a foreign trade valued, approximately, at $400,000,000,
which is almost as great as the foreign trade of China and
which may soon equal that of Japan. Its per capita trade is
nearly $100, or twice that of the United States, ten times more
than that of Japan, and twenty times that of China. Although
ihe United States has only just begun, as it were, to build up
its exchange of products with Chile, the total value of this ex-
change last year was over $40,000,000 with prospects of enor-
mous increase after the opening of the Panama Canal.

But the most impressive fact about Chile, viewed strategically,
politically, and geographically, is its unique relationship to the
Panama Canal. Almost directly south from Washington through
the canal it has a coast line on the Pacific Ocean in the South
Temperate Zone of nearly 3,000 miles, and varies in width
from 50 fo 200 miles, with an extraordinary variety of climate,
products, and resources. If the southern end of Chile were
placed at the Mexican-California line on the west coast of the
United States, the northern end would reach beyond the line
of California and Oregon, of Oregon and Washington, of Wash-
ington and British Columbia, of British Columbia and Alaska,
way up into the heart of Alaska.

Santiago, its fumous eapital, has a population of 500,000, and
is often called the “ Paris of the Andes.” Valparaiso, Chile's
chief port, has a rapidly growing population of 250,000, and
the Chilean Government is expending $15,000,000 in making the
harbor of Valparaiso ready for the Panama Canal and the
best artificial port on the entire coast line of the Pacific Ocean.
Chile is already well provided with rallways, running from dif-
ferent coast points into the interior, and is now completing a
longitudinal line with numerous branches.

.To make the Panama Canal of the greatest possible useful-
ness, strategic and commercial, to the United States, no legiti-

mate steps should be peglected which would promote and ce-
ment good understanding between Chile and the United States.
At this moment the wise and reasonable step for the United
States to take is to raise its legation at Santingo to the rank
of an embassy and give the United States the distinetion of
sending the first foreign ambassador to that progressive and
powerful country of the southern and western portion of Sonth
America, ;

Correspondingly, Chile will undoubtedly reciprocate and honor
the United States by raising its legation in Washington to an
embassy, and if the present able minister, Mr. Eduardo Sufirez,
is promoted, a man of notable statesmanship and gchievement
in the public affairs of Chile will be that Republic’s first am-
bassador to the United States. [Applause.]

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield for
a question?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Virginia yield to
the gentleman from Illinois?

Mr. FLOOD of Virginia. Certainly.

Mr. MADDEN. Are those countries sending ambassadors
here now?

Mr. FLOOD of Virginia. Each of them will send an ambas-
sador here just as soon as this Congress and their Congress act
upon the propesition.

:till.; MADDEN. How much difference does it make in the
co

Mr. FLOOD of Virginia. Between seven and eight thousand
dollars a year.

Mr. MADDEN. In each case?

Mr. FLOOD of Virginia. Yes; in each case. We have passed
a law prohibiting the President from raising the rank of an
envoy extraordinary and minister plenipotentiary to that of
an ambassador, so that an act of Congress is necessary. The
same, I am informed, is true in Argentina, and as soon as we
act upon this bill it is believed that the Congress of Argentina
will uct upon a similar bill, and an interchange of ambassadors
will take place. [Applause.]

Mr. HULINGS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman allow me
4 question?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Virginia yield to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania?

Mr. FLLOOD of Virginia. Yes.

Mr, HULINGS. Does the gentleman think {t is a proper time
now to take this action just at a time when representatives of
I.!g-sle 9two countries are acting as mediators in this Mexican
affulr?

Mr. FLOOD of Virginia. I will call the attention of the
gentleman to the fact that both of these bills, providing for
embassies in Argentina and Chile, were introduced in Congress
before this mediation proposition was made. The Argentina
bill had passed the Senate before that date, and both of them
had been favorably reported from the Committee on Foreign
Affairs of this House. I think, in view of these facts., that
no possibie eriticism could arise by reason of cur passing bills
that we had already reported, and one of which had already
passed one branch of Congress. [Applanse,]

Mr. Chairman, I ecall for the reading of the bill 8. 4553
under the five-minute rule.

The CHAIRMAN. If there is no further desire for general
debate, the Clerk will read for amendment the bill (8. 4553)
to authorize the appointment of un ambassador to Argentina.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it cnocted, etc., That the President is hereby authorized to a
point, as the representative of the United States, an ambassador PS
Argentina, who shall receive as his compensation the sum of $17,500
per annum.

Mr. FLOOD of Virginia. Mr, Chairman, I move that the bill
be laid aside, to be reported to the House with a favorable
recommendation,

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the bill was laid aside to be reported to the
House with the recommendation that it do pass.

The CHAIRMAN, The Clerk will next report the bill (H. RR.
15503) authorizing the appointment of an ambassador to the
Republie of Chile.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enected, eic., That the President is hereby authorized to ap-
i)oln as the representative of the United Btates, an ambassador to the
tepublic of Chile, who shall receive as his compensation the sum of

1%,500 per annum.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there any amendment to be offered to
this bill? .

Mr. FLOOD of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, I move that the bill
be laid aside to be reported to the House with a favorable
recommendation, and that the commitiee do now rise and report
these bills to the House.

-._f—-....f“"'\-
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Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, I suggest that it requires
two motions to do both those things.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will put first the motion that the
bili be laid aside to be reported to the House with a favorable
recommendation.

The motion was agreed to. ;

Mr. FLOOD of Virginia. Now, Mr. Chairman, I move that
the committee rise and report these bills to the House.

The guestion was taken; and on a division (demanded by
Mr. Froop of Virginia) there were—ayes 31, noes b.

So the motion was agreed to.

The commitiee accordingly rose; and the Speaker having
resumed the chair, Mr. Moox, Chairman of the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that
committee had had under consideration the bill (8S.-4553) to
authorize the appointment of an ambassador to Argenting and
the bill (H. R. 15503) to authorize the appointment of an
ambagsador to the Republic of Chile, and had directed him to
report the same back to the House without amendment and
with the recommendation that they do pass.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill (8. 4553)
to authorize the appointment of an ambassador to Argentina.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The bill was ordered to a third reading, and was accordingly
read the third time.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the passage.

Mr. WINGO. On that I ask for a division, Mr. Speaker

The House divided; and there were—ayes 35, noes 7.

Accordingly the hili was passed.

On motion of Mr. Froop of Virginia, a motion to reconsider
the last vote was laid on the table,

The SPEAKER., The Clerk will next report the bill (H. R.
15503) authorizing the appointment of an ambassador to the
Itepublic of Chile.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time,
and was accordingly read the third time.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the passage of the bill

The question being taken, the Speaker announced that the
noes appeared to have it

Mr. HENRY, Mr. FLOOD of Virginia, and Mr. WINGO de-
manded a division.

The House divided; and there were—ayes 33, noes 7.

Accordingly the bill was passed.

On motion of Mr. Froop of Virginia, a motion to reconsider
the last vote was laid on the table.

BEVENUE CUTTERS.
* Mr. ADAMSON. Mr. Speaker, Senate bill 4377 is on the
Speaker’s table, and a Iouse bill in identical terms has been
reported and is on the ealendar. I ask that Senate bill 4377
be laid before the House for present consideration.

The Clerk read the bill (8. 4377) to provide for the construc-
tion of four revenue cutters, as follows: ’

He it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is
hereby, ﬂ'l'lthoﬁ!&'l’ and directed to construct one steam l'e“‘t'lll.'l.c cutter
of the first class for service in the waters of southern Californin, at &
cost not to exceed the sum of $350,000; one steam révenue cutter Of the
first class for servive: in the Gulf of Mexi(:o. at a cost not to exceed the
sum of $250,000; onc steam revenue cutter of the second class f()t' ‘ﬂ(‘TV’-
ice on the coast of Maine, at a cost not to exceed the sum of $225
and one steam revenue cutter of the third class for aervlce as nuchorage

ut]ipo(l)o%mt in New York Harbor, at a cost not to exceed the sum of

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Apaam-
SON |.

Mr. MADDEN.
consent?

The SPEAKER.

Mr. MADDEN. Is it a matter of privilege?

The SPEAKER. It is one of the things that the rules pro-
vide may be called up from the Speaker’s table at any time.

AMr, MADDEN. Has this matter been considered by the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce?

Mr. ADAMSON. Yes; and an identical bill is on the calen-
dar, and I have authority to call up this bill from the Speaker's
table.

Mr. MADDEN. May I ask the gentleman a question?

Mr, ADAMSON. Certainly.

Mr. MADDEN. What is the necessity for the construction
of all these revenue cutters? In what shape is the Revenue-

Cutter Service now?
It is very badly in need of being replen-

Mr, Speaker, does this reqguire unanimous

It does not.

Mr. ADAMSON.
ished. We have had no new authorization since 1910. Several
of the cutters are almost entirely out of business, and we are
compelled to have some new ones,

Mr. MADDEXN. Where are the revenue cutters located at
present, and how many have we?

Mr. ADAMSON. They are so expeditions in their movements,
and they are running around doing so much good, that I can
not state their present exsct location at a moment's notice.
There are abount 37 of them, and I will put into the Recombp
the dnta desired by the gentleman. About 29 of these cutters
are almost worthless, through antiguity and decay.

Mr. MADDEN. It seems to me that an Important matter
like this ought to be considered at a time when the House has
a pretty large membership present. We are proposing to spend
about a million dollars here.

Mr. ADAMBSON. I will first beg the gentleman’s pardon for
not regarding him as one of the parlinmentarians with whom
I must reckon. I saw all of those who usually watch the
Treasury, and worthily win their appellation of watchdogs of
the Treasury, including the leader of the minority [Mr. MANN],
and I confess that in order to be sure to get a vote on this bill
without opposition I consented to some amendments making
reductions in this program. I intend to offer those amendments.

Mr. MADDEN. How much does this bill propose to expend?

Mr. ADAMSON. A total of $525000; and I expect to move
to cut that in half by amendments.

Mr. MADDEN. I do not wish to embarrass the gentleman
from Georgia by asking unnecessary questions, but it seems to
me the subject is one which it is desirable to explain. There
is a revenue cutter provided for the harbor of New York, to cost
$100,000. Revenue cutters are provided for other sections of the
country to cost $350,000. I would like to know from the gentle-
man what is the necessgity for a difference in the cost of the
revenue cutters?

Mr. ADAMSON. The one at New York is chiefly for local
use, and it is not necessary to be so large and expensive.

Mr. MADDEN. Are they not all for local use?

Mr. ADAMSON. No; some of them have to go to sea. The
one in the Gulf has a tempestuous course, and so has the one
on the coast of Maine. Both of these are old. I think the one
on the coast of Maine is between 40 and 50 years old. It
could not stand another season perhaps, and the one on the
Gulf is a little bit of a thing, never intended for sea service
before it grew old.

Mr. MADDEN. In view of the fact that the Democratic
Members of Congress so recently passed a tariff law which does
away with the necessity of revenue cutters, does not the gentle-
man from Georgia think it is extravagant to expend a million
dollars to build revenue cutters to look after business that does
not exist?

Mr. ADAMSON. I wish to say fo the gentleman that the
revenue cutters will be kept busy all the thme, even if they do
not have to collect enough revenue to run the Government.
They are busy saving ships and saving lives, also hunting and
destroying derelicts, wrecks that endanger commerce, and pa-
troling for icebergs in northern seas; and in time of war they
are busy whipping our enemies, for in the history of the United
States they have done more effective fighting than any other
force. Ship for ship, the revenue cutter has been of more value
than the battleship.

Mr. MADDEN. I am glad, Mr. Speaker, that I interrupted
the gentleman, because his information is most valuable.

Mr. ADAMSON, Obh, I could give gentlemen a lot more if I
had to, but I did not want to give it all just now.

Mr. MADDEN. If I had not asked the question, we would
not have got the information which the gentleman has seen fit
to enlighten us with. I wish the gentleman from Georgla
would enlighten the House on the importance of this legislation.

Mr. ADAMSON. There is a very full report on the House
bill which I wou!d like to have read.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will suggest to the gentleman
from Georgia that the House bill is on the Union Calendar, and
the Senate bill would be referred to that ealendar, too, if the
Chair referred it.

Mr. ADAMSON. Mr. Speaker, T ask unanimous consent that
this Senate bill may be conﬂidered in the House as in Committee
of the Whole,

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Georgia asks unani-
mous consent that this bill be considered in the House as in Com-
mittee of the Whole. Is there objection?

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, L
would like to asi if the report of the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce can not be read for the information of
the House in connection with the consideration of this gquestion?

Mr., ADAMSON, I would be glad to have it read. In the
meantime I wish to yield to the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
Escu] for a question.

Mr. ESCH. I wanted to ask the gentleman whether or nof
the first revenue cutter provided for in this bill is not to take
the place of the revenue cutter that was wrecked in Alaskan
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waters two years ago, and if it is not necessary to build a large
revenue cutter on account of her having to serve in Alaskan
waters and assist in matters like pelagic sealing and the supply
of coal to coast points?

Mr. ADAMSON. Yes; it requires a large and strong ship up
in those waters. The waters are stormy and the coast is long.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Will the gentleman permit me to say
that two of the best revenue cutters in the service are employed
“and have been since the sinking of the Tifanic during the ice
season in patrolling the north Atlantic and also in the destrue-
tion of derelicts, and the fact that they are so engaged now
makes the necessity much greater for having new revenue
cutters,

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read the report.

The Clerk read the report (by Mr. CoviNgrox), as follows:

The Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, to whom was
referred the bill (H. R. 3328) to provide for the construction of four
revenue cutters, having considered the same, recommend that it pass.

The bill as amended has the approval of the Treasury Department, as
will :ttppear by the letter attached, and which Is made a part of this
report.

TrEASURY DEPARTMENT,
OFFICH OF THE SECRETARY,
Washington, July 12, 1913,

The CHAIRMAN COMMITTEE ON
INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE,
House of Representatives.

Sir: The department is in recelgt of your letter of the Tth instant,
inclosing copy of a bill (H. R. 8328) to provide for the construction of
four revenue cutters, and asking for the views of the department con-
cerning the bill, =

In reply. I have the honor to state that the subject of new vessels
for the Revenue-Cutter Service is at the present time a most vital one,
inasmueh as there is the most urgent need of replacing several of the
vessels comprising the fleet, with new and efficlent craft for the proper
performance of the severe dutles with which they are charged by law.

A fleet of 87 revenue cutters is indispensable for the proper perform-
ance of the various dutles frlacec:l upon this service by Congress. Up to
the summer of 1910 the fleet com?;rlsed a total of 37 vessels of the
several classes, but the loss of the Perry in the Bering Sea during that
geason reduced the number to 36, divided as follows:

Firet class 17
S 1 class [
Third class ey 11
First-class seagoing tugs - 2

Total - 36

There are in addition seven small launches In harbors and rivers,
together with one old vessel which s practically a hulk, used as a sta-
tion ship at the Revenue-Cutter Service depot at Arundel Cove, Md,
and these can be disregarded In considering the subject of new vessels,

The average efficient life of a revenne cutter, and. in fact of all
vessels of that type, is about 20 years. After that length of service the
wveasel and her machinery become obsblete, and she is unable to perform
efficiently the duties reguired of her. In addition, it is found that ex-
tensive repalrs are needed frequently, and the cost of these repairs
amonnts to such a high percentage of the value of an old vessel that it
is not economiesl from any standpoint to continue her in service. To
ghow the ages of the several vessels comprising the fleet of revenue
cutters the following table, arranged chronologically, Is submiited :

> When | Present When | Present
Name. built. | age. NAme. built. |  age.
Years. Years.
1864 49 15
1873 40 13
1874 39 11
1875 38 11
1881 32 10
1889 24 10
1800 23 10
1801 2 9
1863 20 ]
1863 20 5
1804 19 5
Guthrie. . 1895 18 5
Windom..... 1806 17 5
Golden Gate.. 1896 17 5
Gresham....... 1867 16 4
Manning....... 1807 16 4
MeCulloch. ... ... 1898 15 1
Algonquin...... 1508 15 i

It will thus be seen that 10 of the vessels now in the fleet have
been in service for a ‘}lerlnd of 20 years or over.
With a fleet of 87 vessels, the average efficient life of each being
about 20 years, there should be provided 2 new vessels annually in
order to keep the fleet in eflicient condition, and that the authoriza-
tion of new vessels during the past 8 years has not been in keeping
with the necessities is shown by the following list of vessels appro-

priated for since 1905: N
Vessels.

1905

L] | (=11 LI-T-TL0 &1

Nine new vesscls in 8 years is not sufficlent to properly maintain
eﬂlcienc:{ of the fleet, and in consequence the oxiatllangpuee};: of 36 res;ﬂ:
Is not in the condition it should be. The service iz therefore com-
pelled to perform suech dutles as it can with 1 vessel 49 years old, 4
vessels between 32 and 40, and 5 vessels 20 years old or over. 4

There can be no question, therefore, as to the absolute necessity
{g{n tﬂeé eémmmb tﬁteﬂcoﬁlstﬁg%ionaof ltthe lfo'lal’ new revenue cutters con-

p! 1. R, 28, n itemized statement of
for eac&l_hor ﬁf.h&gelvem[s Io‘llow?: Sos necumiLy

e first-class vessel called for in the bill for the waters
southern California, at a cost of $350,000, is to replace the Perrgvf
which was lost during the summer of 1910 in a dense fog off the
Pribilof Islands while engaged in the seal patrol. The present Alaskan
fleet is consequently one vessel short. e Perry was bullt in 1884
and transferred from the Atlantic to the Pacific coast In 1894, when
the need for additional vessels for service in Alaska became urgent,
At best she was too small; her bunker and hold ecapacity entirely too
limited. Vessels on duty in Alaskan waters must carry six months'
stores and provisions, which necessitates ample storage room, and
belng obliged to crulse actively for two weeks or more at a time ample
coal bunker space is needed. The Perry, 161 feet long, with a dis-
placement of but 451 tons, carried only 90 tons of coal. Being obliged
to carr(\;omost of her stores on deck and having a cruising radius of
but 1,500 miles, she was ofttimes unable to meet the duties demanded
of her. The vessel to replace the Perry should be of sufficient size to
enable her to carry six months' stores and provisions, together with a
coal supply that will give her a radius of at least 4, miles of
economical steaming. uch a vessel can not be constructed for less
than the amount named,

,5) The first-class vessel for service in the Gulf of Mexico, at a cost
of $250,000, is to replace the Winona, whose headquarters are at Mobile,
Ala. The Winona was built in 1890 and is at present doing duty on
the Mississippi Sound. She is old and of a type emireif' unfitted for
the present demands upon the service. Having been built for interior
waters, she has a very light draft and is unable to proceed to sea at
any distance and withstand the storms of the Gulf. In 1910, when a
serious storm did much damage to shipping in the Gulf and many ap-
pea]sl_for assistance reached the department, it was necessary to send
the Yamacraw from the Atlantic coast to the Guif for this purpose,
thereby Iﬂslng much time when ?uick work was needed. ’l“;\e new
vessel agked for to replace the Winona will provide a suitable vessel
for the Gulf and the service be enabled to promptly and efficiently meet
the demands upon it.

(3) The second-class vessel, at a cost of £225,000, is to replace the
Woodbury on the coast of Maine, This is the oldest craft now in use
by any branch of the Government and is the only vessel extant which
Baw service both in the Civil War and the Bpanish War. She is now
490 years old ; her hull is rotten, her boiler leaky, and the whole ship of
an obsolete type.

{4) The $100,000 vessel of the third class, for service as anchorage
patrol boat in New York Harbor, is to replace the Manhattan, This
vessel is 40 years old; her iron hull is about rusted out; her boiler and
machinery are obsolete in type and nearly worn out. It is with great
difficulty that this craft is kept patched up for service, which, at the
best, she performs very inefliciently.

With the authorization of these four vessels so urgently needed at
the present time, two new vessels annually in the future will suffice to
maintain the present revenue-cutter fleef.

The total cost of these four new vessels will amount to $925,000, and
in this connection the following tabular statement of the regular op-
erations of the Revenue-Cutter Service gince 1807 is submitted for the
purpose of showing the value of these operations to the maritime inter-
ests of the country, particularly in the matter of lives and money
saved, and as indicating that from a business standpoint it is a good
investment to provide the new vessels so _urgently needed In order to
maintain the revenue-cutter fleet on an efficient basis to continue this
work reguired by law :

Lives and praoperty saved Ly the operations of the Revenue-Cutler Service,

Derelicts
' Lives saved| Fines and | Value of and ob-
from penalties | * vessels structicns
Fiscal year. drowning |incurred bylassisted and| to naviga-
(actually | vessels re- their tion re-
rescued). | ported. cargoes, moved or
destroyed.
41 $53, 732 | £9,198,007 17
50 54,700 | 6,838,018 18
56 39,175 | 13, 940, 709 25
25 160, 569 | 10,247, 535 24
55 185,701 | 9,488, 21
[ RSt R e i ss 108 224,210 | 10,545, 573 45
Total for 6 years...... semean 333 718,087 | 60,277,304 150
Average fOr 6 Years. ........o..... 56 119,681 | 10,046, 232 25

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Georgia that this bill be considered in the
House as in Committee of the Whole? .

There was no objection,

Mr. ADAMSON. Mr. Speaker, the reference in that report
two or three times to two ships a year was intended to be begun
by building four revenue cutters, and after that two a year.
The leaders of the House fell upon the two ships a year and
left off the four ships to begin with, and compelled me to make
the motion to bave two every year without the prefatory four
ships catching up to begin with. I promised on my part if
they kept the promise on their part of the agreement, and if
I continue as chairman of the commtitee I expect to demand
the other two next winter.

AMr. MADDEN. Who was this contract made with?

Mr. ADAMSON. Many leaders of the House. I am sorry
that I ean not give the gentleman their names and I am sorry
the gentleman was not consulted as one of them.
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Mr. MADDEN. There may be some Members who do not
consider themselves as leaders, or of so much importance in the
House, who may want to say something about it.

Mr. ADAMSON. If anyone can outlead as leader, I hope
he will outlead as leader, but my conversation was with those
gentlemen who by their positions are entitled to participate
in directing the affairs of the House. I am compelled to
acknowledge them here as leaders, but I will gladly acknowledge
the leadership of any other gentleman who either shows it or
claims it

Mr., MADDEN. I do not think it was wise to enter info a
contract of that kind and demand that the House should earry
that confract out.

Mr. ADAMSON. I do not demand it of the House; I say I
am going to keep my part of the contract or agreement. .

Mr. MADDEN. I think it is not only unwise for three or four
men, or a combination, to make a contract or agreement of
that kind, I think it is an assumption on the part of any num-
ber of men less than a majority.

Mr. ADAMSON. I de not think the gentleman is bound by
any nnderstanding, nor did I make any contract or combination,
but whenever I found anybody who objected to it I asked him
what his ohjection was and then I tried to remove or avoid it,
and a great many of the able leaders of the House asked me to
offer amendments, and I am going to do so in good faith, and
one is to strike out, in lines 4, 5, and 6, the langnage—

One steam revenue cutter of the first class for service in the waters
of southern Californla, at a cost not ex the sum of $350,000.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

. I . " 1, the following:
L3 &?Egtdmlg mﬁlﬁf t?l,.luttterh:l utl ?ﬁ: 3:3‘ clh:g efolP g?vice in the watﬁ%u
of southern California, at a cost not to exceed the sum of $350,000."

Mr. LEVY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ADAMSON. Yes.

Mr. LEVY. Is it not highly important that we should have
more revenue cutters on the Pacific coast?

Mr. ADAMSON. I think we ought to have six. If I live
until next winter, I will see that you have this one and one in
the North Pacific, too.

Mr. LEVY. There is noithing more deserving than the
Revenue-Cutter Service of the United States.

Mr. ADAMSON. The gentleman is right about that. The
two I propose to leave in the bill are to replace cutters entirely
out of commiscion from dilapidation.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mz, ADAMSON. Certainly.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Mr. Speaker, I was called
from the Chamber to the telephone just as the gentleman started
to state wwhat the agreement was.

Mr. ADAMSON. Mr, Speaker, I will state to the gentleman
that I was notified by numerous of the great leaders of the
House that I could not get through this bill for four revenue
ecutters, but I could get it through for two, and take the other
two for next year, and then two annually thcreafter. I then
referred the matter to the Treasury Department, and the de-
partment indicated the tweo that they were most compelled to
have at this time.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Mr. Speaker, I am glad
to know the gentleman did not yield except under coercion.

Mr. ADAMSON. I did not, and I tell the gentleman now that
I wish they had three or four on the Pacific coast, and if I live
until next winter he shall have this one if I ecan help him
secure it.

Mr. BELL of California. Mr. Speaker, do I understand the
gentleman to say that the department advised the cutting out of
these vessels?

Mr. ADAMSON. Obh, no. The department told me the two it
most needed ot this time.

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr.
Humrarey of Washington and Mr. BeLn of California) there
were—ayes 27, noes 138,

So the amepdmenit was agreed to.

Mr. ADAMSON. M. Spenker, I now move to insert the word
% and,” In line 8, just hefore the word * one.”

The SPEAKER. Thbe Clerk will report the amendment,

The Clerk read as follows:

-, :nlazgpd. page 1, line 8, by Inserting before the word “‘one” the word
The SPEAKER. The guestion is on agreeing to the amend-
ment,

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, how will that make the language
of the bill read?

Mr. ADAMSON. Mr. Speaker, T will withhold that until I
make another motion.

Fhe SPEAKER, The gentleman withdraws his amendment.

Mr. ADAMSON. Mr. Speaker, I move to strike out lines 11,
12, angd 13.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Strike eut lines 11, 1 ngnage :

“And one steam wvﬁzﬂuindmistk‘w;;wtg:etﬁlgw cl?i‘mhfar service as
anchorage patrol boat In New York Harbor, at a cost mot to exceed
the sum of $100,000." J

Mr. CONRY. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ADAMSON. Yes.

Mr. CONRY. What is the necessity for this?

Mr. ADAMSON. The necessity to get the bill through, in
order to secure anything at all. I have been advised I could
not get any if I did not strike out two, and I asked the Treas-
ury Department to advise me which two were most needed, and
they advised me they had to have the one on the Gulf and the
one on the Maine coast. I will say to the gentleman that he
will get his next winter, é

Mr. CONRY. I am not seeking any personally at all. I sim-
ply wanted to make this inquiry. Originally there must have
been some necessity for the insertion of this provision for the
anchorage patrol boat in New York Harbor.

Mr. ADAMSON. Yes.
s!tl;i‘f CONRY. Will the gentleman please set forth that neces-

Mr. ADAMSON. I took it from the department, and it is set
out in the report which has just been read; but I also take it
that the necessity is not as great as it is for the cutters at the
Gulf and on the Maine coast, and when we have to eliminate two
:;'e eliminate those which are needed the least at the present

me. .

Mr. CONRY. Does that necessity still exist?

Mr. ADAMSON. I think it does. I do not know. The de-
partment says it does.

Mr. CONRY. 1If that necessity still exists, upon what author-
ity does the gentleman proceed to eliminate two?

Mr. ADAMSON. I have repeated three or four times to the
House that I was advised by numerous gentiemen that this bill
could not be passed at this time if it provided for four revenue
cutters; that it could be passed if it provided for two, and I
would rather have two now and two next year than none at all,
' Mr. CONRY. Mr, Speaker, will the gentleman yield further?

Mr, ADAMSON. Certainly.

Mr, CONRY. Has the gentleman made any effort to pass
this legislation through the House in the form in which it was
presented here?

Mr. ADAMSON. I am making motions, and if the gentleman
can outvote me he is at liberty to do so.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yleld?

Mr. ADAMSON. Certainly.

Mr. COOPER. How did the gentlemen who practically threat-
ened the gentleman from Georgia propose to defeat these two
propositions?

Mr. ADAMSON. I think they thought they counld get more
votes against it than I could for it. That Is what they seemed
to think. I will say to the gentleman from Wisconsin if that is
untroe he can demonstrate it right here by voting down my mo-
tion to amend, and I will not get mad with him.

Mr. COOPER. That is not the point. I wondered why the
gentleman yielded to what was tantamount to a threat—that if
he did not strike out those two he could not get any?

Mr. ADAMSON. I do not call it a threat. I was trying to
make an arrangement to consider and pass this bill.

Mr. COOPER. It amounted to a threat. The gentleman was
told that unless he struck out two of those ships, which the
Government declared to be necessary eriginally and which the
Senate provided for, he could not get any. That is what the
statement amounts to—a threat.

Mr. ADAMSON. If the gentleman would state to me that he
thought it looked like rain and that I had better carry my um-
brella, I would not eall that a threat. I would carry the um-
brella or I would stay home.

Mr. COOPER. That is not a parallel case. There are no
gentlemen in this House who can make it rain. 2

Mr. ADAMSON. Butthey canbringona storm. [Laughter.]

Mr. COOPER. I wanted to know what parlinmentary tactics
were to be invoked. |

Mr. ADAMSON. T do not know a thing in the world to pre-
vent the gentleman from Wisconsin defeating my motion if he
can get votes enough to do it
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Mr. PLATT. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ADAMSON. Certainly.

Mr. PLATT. The report says, with respect to the vessel for
New York Harbor:

(4) The $100,000 vesszel of the third class, for service as anchora
patrol boat in New York Harbor, is to replace the Manhattan. This
vessel is 40 years old ; her iron hull is about rusted out; her boiler and
machinery are obsolete In tyEe. and nearly worn out. It is with great
difficulty that this craft is kept patched up for service, which, at the
best, she performs very Inefficlently. .

Mr. ADAMSON. Mr. Speaker, I recognize that; but it is also
true that New York is so close to town that there are lots of
floating craft around there which they can make arrangements
to get quickly if they get in distress, something they could not
do on the Gulf or on the Maine coast or on the Pacific coast.
If the gentleman thought he needed an overcoat and a pair of
ghoes and he did not have enough money to buy both at once,
he would decide which he needed the most.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. ADAMSON. Yes,

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Mr. Speaker, I have a
great deal of confidence in the distinguished chairman of the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce and in his
judgment in relation to what he is able to do with relation to
this bill. I think it is wrong and a great mistake to strike out
two of these vessels. We need them on the Pacific coast, and
we need some in Alaska; and if I did not believe that the gen-
tleman knew what he was talking about I would make the
point of no quorum now and do everything I could to prevent the
passage of this bill if it is so amended, because I do not think
that these two vessels ought to be stricken out; but I realize
the fact that sometimes you have to take what you can get.

Mr. ADAMSON, I thoroughly agree with the gentleman from
Washington, and I believe the quickest way for us to get them
on the Pacific coast is to provide these two now and get two
next winter—and I believe we can get them next winter. .

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. I have confidence in what
the gentleman says, and under those circumstances I will not
make the point of no quorum. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that I may be permitted to extend my remarks by in-
serting a copy of a letter I have received from the steamboat
cempanies of Puget Sound, showing the necessity for action-to
make less hazardous the navigation of the waters of Alaska.
I sent a copy of that letter to each Member of the House and
Senate. Certainly the facts therein detailed tell a startling
story of the Government's neglect to take necessary steps to
protect life and property in Alaskan waters. The necessity for
prompt aection is great, for since the Government has deter-
mined to construet railroads in Alaska the traffic in these waters
will largely increase.

BrATTLE, February 12, 191}
Hon. W. E. HUMPHREY,
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.

Sin: The striking of an uncharted rock at Gambler Bay in south-
eastern Alaska by the steamehip State of California on August 17, 1913,
resulting in the loss of the vessel and of 32 lives, following the striking
of an uncharted rock bﬁ the steamship Mariposa in Sumnper Straits on
Aungust 13, 1912, and by the steamship Ohio in Tongass Narrows on
July 14, 1009, emphasizes the need of a resurvey of the main ship
channels of the inside passage of southeastern Alaska. The charts pub-
lished by the United States Coast and Geodetic Survey show a depth
of 123 fathoms (75 teetg where the steamship Stafe of California
struck, a depth of 111 fathomis (666 feet) where the steamship Mari-
posa struck, and a depth of 30 fathoms (180 feet) where the steamship
Ohio struck.

Tongass Narrows and Sumner Straits are stretches of water which
have been used by vessels since the inception of trade to Alaska.
Gambier Bay has been used for the past two years, since a cannery
industry was established therein, The steamship State of California
had made 16 triPs in and out of this bay during that time, and there
have been several other vessels employed in the trade.

These rocks are what are known as pinnacle formations, which are
peculiar to the waters of southeastern Alaska, and their character is
such that they frequently escape the sounding lead where the usual
method of survey is followed, :

The officials of the Coast Survey express the opinion that the only
way in which the presence of pinnacle rocks in the main ship channels
can be ascertained is by wire dragging, and in this (gzln!un seafaring
men concur. To undertake this work for the entire distance between
the boundary line and the northern limits of the inside passage will

require additional equipment and larger appropriations. We submit
that the number of passengers travellng on wvessels navigating these
waters and the large increase in the number of vessels employed in the

trade justify the Government in Incurring whatever expense may be
necessary to locate these hidden pinnacles.

It a bill for the building of rallroads in Alaska passes Congress
there will be a Inrge increase in the movement of merchandise an

and in the number of ?eopla traveling, and the
vessels handling the increased business resulting from the opening up
of Alaska will use the inside passage.

While the value of the merchandise carried by vessels plying the
waters referred to, and the value of the vessel themselves, is large, we
feel that the protection of human life to the greatest possible extent
is of paramount importance, and should influence the granting of suff-
clent appropriations to enable the Department of Commerce to Institute

immediately the work of wire dragging the maln ship channels, a
prosecute 1{ with the utmost ateh, e v And (e
There have been and are to-da

various meas -
ot Tor o ecy us measuores under consldera:

rotection of life at sea. We submit that there is
no measure of greater importance in this respect to the public of the
E:E:est than the resurvey of the inside passage of southeastern

The departm
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estimate of what is considered necessary for proper equipment and for
fleld expenses, aud we respectfully urge you to do everything in your
power to secure this appropriation. ’

Respectfully, yours,

ALASEA StEAMSHIP CoO.,

By R. W. BAXTER, Vice President.
HuMBOLDT STEAMsHIP Co.,

By M. KALisH, Vice President,
NORTHLAND StEAMsHIP Co.,

By H. C. Braprorp, President.
PACIFIC-ALASKA NAVIGATION CoO,,

By H. F. ALEXANDER, President,
Paciric Coast STeaMmsHIP Co.,
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The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Washington asks unani-
mous consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp. Is there
objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none. :

Mr. CONRY. Mr. Speaker, I see according to the report
here that the vessel provided for in this bill has been unani-
mously recommended by the committee——

Mr. ADAMSON. And we are still unanimously for it.

- Mr. CONRY (continuing). And it is to replace the Man-
hatian. The report says:

(4) The $100,000 vessel of the third class, for service as anchor-
age patrol boat in New York Harbor, 8 to replace the Manhattan.
This vessel is 40 years old; her iron hull is about rusted out;
boiler and machinery are obsolete In t{pe and nearly worn out., It is
with great dificulty that this craft is kept patched up for service,
which at the best she performs very inefficiently.

Now, that demonstrates the imperative necessity for this patrol
boat in New York Harbor. Now, does the consideration which
has moved the chairman of this committee to eliminate this
provision seem more powerful and more paramount than the
necessity that is demonstrated in the opinion of the committee
in its report?

Mr. ADAMSON. I would rather have two now and two next
winter than to have none at all, and that seems to me to be the
alternative. The gentleman can vote me down if he can get
votes enough.

Mr. CALDER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ADAMSON. Yes. ;

Mr, CALDER. As I understand, this item has been recom-
mended by the Department of Commerce——

Mr. ADAMSON. Of course, it has over and over again, but
by the Treasury Department not by the Department of Com-
merce.

Mr. CALDER. I recall distinctly when I was a member of
the gentleman's ¢committee this item was recommended, and it
seems to me, Mr. Speaker, that we ought here to-day in this
House insist upon this item staying in the bill. For one I am
not willing to subscribe to any suggestion made by anybody off
the floor of this House that a matter of this kind be omitted,
and for one I propose that the item stay in the bill, and I hope
the House will stand by me on that proposition.

Mr. ADAMSON. If the gentleman can outvote me, well and

; I have no objection.

The SPEAKER. The question is——

Mr. ADAMSON. Mr. Speaker, I desire to yield to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. TowNseExp] who complimented
me by saying he expected to get some information from me.

Mr. TOWNSEND. I have the greatest confidence in the
amount of information which the chairman of this committee
possesses.

Mr. ADAMSON. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. TOWNSEND. The gentleman has repeatedly stated on
the floor of this House that unless we vote down two of these
boats which he has recommended should be placed in the bill
we can not get any boats of this class. Now, that is very
important information, and if the gentleman is at liberty to
give us the source of it I should appreciate his kindness. :

Mr. ADAMSON. I suppose if the gentleman will make up a
combination of his information, his intuition, and his knowl-
edge derived from experience in this House he can answer that
without my telling him anything. [Laughter.]

Mr. TOWNSEND. That is a Georgia answer.

Mr. SLOAN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?
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Mr, ADAMSON. T will.

Mr. SLOAN. Mr. Speaker, I am confident the gentleman from
Georgia did not yileld except when the pressure became over-
mastering. I understand—not officially—that the greatest rea-
son that was given for the reducing of these four revenue cut-
ters to two was the fact that we have the greatest revenue cut-
ter in this House, known to the world as the Ways and Means
Committee of the House [applause], that has reduced the gen-
eral fund from $123,000,000 of last October to $75,000,000 to-
day——

Mr. ADAMSON. I object to the gentleman trifiing——

Mr. SLOAN (continuing). So your Ways and Means Com-
mittee of the House takes the place of these two additional
revenue cutters, and therefore I am supporting the proposition
of the gentleman from Georgin. [Applause on the Republican
side. ]

‘Mr. ADAMSON. Mr. Speaker, I object to the gentleman tri-
fling with my young affections. He gave me an intimation of
that witticism, and I told him I would object to the gentleman's
perpetrating that on this House this afternoon, beecause it is not
up to his standard, and I would not have yielded to him if I
had thought he was going to inflict that upon us.

Mr., SLOAN. Will the gentleman now yield?

Mr. ADAMSON. Not at all. Let us vote.

Mr. SLOAN. I do not take orders from the gentleman, as he
seems to take orders from others, .

Mr, LEVY. Will the gentleman from Georgia yield?

Mr. ADAMSON If the gentleman from New York will not
crack any jokes like the gentleman from Nebraska.

Mr. LEVY. I understand it is highly important to have this
New York boat at the present time.

Mr. ADAMSON. No doubt of it.

Mr. LEVY. With the coming of the Panama Exposition and
with all the great battleships coming, we have no boat there at
all. This boat is so old it is ready to blow up at any time.

Mr. ADAMSON. The boats are so thick there you ean not get
across the river and get into the town hardly. You are afraid
of getting run into all the time, there are so many of them in
the way.

Mr. LEVY. Bat it is highly important to have this boat in
the New York Harbor. -

Mr. ADAMSON. I have said that a dozen times, Mr. Speaker.
I wish we could build a hundred.

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
nieii.

The question was taken, and the Speaker announced that the
ayes seemed fo have it.

Mr. CALDER, Mr. LEVY, and Mr. HUMPHREY of Washing-
ton demanded a division. -

‘The SPEAKER. A division is demanded.

The House divided; and there were—ayes 39, noes 15.

So the amendment was agreed to. :

Mr. ADAMSON. Mr. Speaker, I offer the following committee
amendment,

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Georgia offers a com-
mittee amendment, which the Clark will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

At the end of the bill add the followlng: “ Provided, That in the
discretion of the Secretary of the Treasury any of the revenue cutters

rovided for in this act or any other revenue cutters now or hereafter

n commission may be used to extend medical aid to the crews of Amerl-
can vessels engaged in the deep-sea fisheries, under such regulations as
the Secrctary of the Treasury may from time to time prescribe: and the
rald Beeretary Is hereby authorized to detail for duty on revenue cutters
such surgeons and other persons of the Public Health Service as he may
deem necessary.” :

Mr. ADAMSON. Mr. Speaker, the Secretary advises me fhat
this will entail no ndditional expense. He advises me that they
have to use cutters up that way very often anyway, and he will
detail surgeons of the Public Health Service, so that it will in-
volve no additional expense,

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. ADAMSON. Mr. Speaker, I would like to strike out one
o'f those semicolons and insert a comma and insert the word
“and.”

Mr. SIMS. Which one?

Mr. ADAMSON. I do not care which one,

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the amendment offered
by thie gentleman from Georgia, i

The Clerk read as follows:

~*Amend, in line 8, by striking out the semieolon after the figures
“ $250,000 " and inserting a comma and the werd “ and.”

LI—534

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

Thé amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the third reading of the
Senate bill as amended. <

The Senate bill as amended was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and passed.

On otion of Mr. Apamsow, a motion to reconsider the vote
whereby the Lill was passed was laid on the table.

The title was amended in conformity with the text.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the House bill (H. R.
3328) of similar tenor will be laid on the table.

There was no objection. ‘

DIPLOMATIC AND CONSULAR APPROPRIATION BILL.

AMr. FLOOD of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I move that the IHounse
resolve itself into Committee of the Whole House on the state of
the Union for the consideration of the bill (L. R. 15762) making
appropriations for the Diplomatic and Consular Service for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1915,

The SPEHAKER. The gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Froop]
moves that the House resolve itself into Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for the consideration of the
bill H. R. 15762, the Diplomatic and Consular appropriation bill.

Mr. FLOOD of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, pending that motion,
I ask unanimous consent that general debate on this bill be lim-
ited to four hours, two hours to be confrolled by myself and two
hours to be controlled by the gentleman from Wisconsin .[Mr.
Coorer] ; and I will say to the gentlemman from Kansas [Mr.
Murpock] that out of the two hours under my control I shall
take care of the gentleman.

Mr. MURDOCK, Thirty minutes is all I ask for. I ask that
the gentleman from Virginia yleld that time to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. HuniNes].

Mr. FLOOD of Virginin. Very well.

Mr. COOPER. Would not the gentleman from Virginia con-
sent to have that time increased 10 minutes on a side? I have
requests for 2 hours and 40 minutes, but I will eut them down
to 2 hours and 10 minutes.

Mr. FLOOD of Virginia.
that request.

Mr. COOPER. Very well, then; I withdraw it.

Mr. FLOOD of Virginia. I make that request, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Froon],
pending the motion to go into Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union, asks unanimous consent that general
debate be limited to 4 hours and 20 minutes,

Mr. FLOOD of Virginia. Four hours, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. CoorEr]
just asked that 20 minutes be added.

Mr. FLOOD of Virginia. He withdrew that.

The SPEAKER. Very well. The gentleman from Virginia
asks unanimous consent that general debate be limited to 4
hours, 2 hours to be conirolled by the gentleman from Vir-
ginia and 2 hours by the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
Coorer], and that 30 minutes of the Democratic time shall go
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Hurixes].

Mr. COOPER. And two hours on this side under my control?

The SPEAKER. Yes. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the motion
of the gentleman from Virginia that the House resolve itself
into Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union.-

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from South Carolina [Mr.
Fincey] will take the chair.

The House accordingly resolved itself into Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for the consideration of
the bill H. R. 15762, the Diplomatic and Consular appropriation
bill, with Mr. FiNLeEY in the chair. ,

The CHAIRMAN. The House is in the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for the consideration of
the bill H. R. 15762, the Diplomatic and Consular bill. The
Clerk will report the bill.

The Clerk reported the title of the bill, as follows:

A bill (H. R. 15762) making appropriations for the Diplomatic and
Consular Service for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1915.

Mr. FLOOD of Virginin. Mr. Chairman, T ask unanimous
consent that the first reading of the bill be dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Virginia asks unan-
imous consent that the first reading of (he bill be dispensed
with. TIs there objection?

There was no objection.

I hope the gentleman will withdraw




8476

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

May 12,

The CHATRMAN,
is recognized.

Mr. FLOOD of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, the Diplomatic and
Consular appropriation bill for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1915, carries a total of $4,496,202.66. The bill carries $685.560
more thar the bill for the current year. The estimates were
$6306,400 more than the appropriations for the current year. The
bill earries $49,160 more than the estimates, but that difference
is due to the fact that since the estimates were sent in the Sec-
retary of State has asked for additional appropriations which
the Committee on Foreign Affairs voted to allow.

The increase of $685,000 over the appropriations of last year
consists largely of $440,000 appropriated for legation and em-
bassy buildings and $200,000 for important international con-
gresses. There is an appropriation of $150,000 for an embassy
building at Tokyo, one of $150,000 for an embassy building at
the City of Mexico, and an appropriation of §140,000 for a lega-
tion building at Berne, Switzerland. These appropriations are
authorized by law, and the committee thought it wise to begin
making appropriations this year for the building of our em-
bassies. The wisdom of making these particular appropriations
can be discussed when the bill is considered under the five-
minute rule.

We also thought it wise to make appropriations for certain
international congresses.

These international conferences, or rather the more important
of them, are the fifth conference of American States, which
meets in the city of Santiago, Chile, in September of this year,
and for which we have provided $75.000; the second Pan Amer-
ican Bcientific Congress, which meets in Washington in October,
1915, for which we have provided $35,000; the nineteenth con-
ference of the Interparliamentary Union, for which we have
provided $50,000; and the fifteenth International Congress
against Alcoholism, which meets in 1915, and for which we have
provided $40,000.

We have increased the amount available for the hire of clerks
at embassies and legations from $75,000 to $100,000, in order
to thoroughly Americanize our foreign missions.

The State Department has this to say on this subject:
CLERKS AT EMBASSIES AND LEGATIONS.

I have recommended an increase in the appropriation for this object
from §75,000 to $100,000.

The law which requires clerks at embassies and legations to be
Ameriean citizens, while pralseworthy and mgﬁuarding, involves a
much lsrz{g expenditure for clerk hire than was the case when foreign-
ers could appointed. It Is impossible to find capable young American
citizens who are willing to go abroad as clerks at embassies or lega-
tions without fair compensation, required, as they are, to pay their own
traveling expenses. The appropriation of §75,0
this object is found to be inadeguate. It is entirely apportioned among
the different missions, so that when unusual conditions arise, such as
have for some time existed In Mexico, the department has found
itself unable to make provision from the present appropriation for the
additional clerical services made necessary by the greatly increased
work of the mission

Moreover, allotments made to some of the missions are Insufficiently
attractive to tempt efficlent American citizens. Furthermore, the estab-
lishment of a separate mission to Paraguay will require an additional
expenditure for clerk hire. The department is of the opinion that it
should have at its command an appropriation for clerks at embassies
and legations sufficiently large to obtain for all efficient and trust-
worthy American clerical service, and have, in additlon, a surplus
fund from which it could draw to meet the additional demands which
unusual conditions, possible at a of the missions, may require, It
is thought that the sum of §100, will be sufficiently large, and this
amount is asked for.

We provided for an increase in the contingent fund for foreign
missions, in accordance with a request of the Secretary of
State, amounting to $33,4385.

The committee has done all it could te keep the appropriations
down to as reasonable an amount as possible, and I trust that the
appropriations as recommended by the committee will meet
with the approval of the House. [Applause.]

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance of my time, and unless
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Coorrr] wants to speak
now——

Mr. COOPER. I would like to yleld 45 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. Fess].

Mr. FLOOD of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, if it would be just
as agreeable to the gentleman from Ohio, some members of
the committee would like to speak this afternoon, and I would
like to yield to them.

Mr. FESS. I had just ag lief they should speak to empty
sents as myself,

Mr. FLOOD of Virginia. Then I yield to the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. Sgarpr] 30 minutes.

Mr, SHARP. Mr. Chairman, I am very grateful to the chair-
man of our committee that I have this opportunity to express
gome thoughts upon a subject that might possibly have been
more pertinent at the time the recent naval appropriation bill

The gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Froonl

heretofore made for

was under consideration, had it not gone out on a point of order.
It was my intention at that time to have spoken apon that bill,
as it has to do with the provision for a Government-owned and
Government-operated armor-plate plant. As I have devoted
some time of late to the study of this subject, I have been im-
pressed with the fact that it is mext in importance to the one
concerning the strength and adequacy of our Navy and the
resultant question whether it shall be increased each year by
one battleship or two battleships.

I do not know how muny of my colleagues have given any
thought or attention to this subject, but if they have they must
have been impressed with the faet that for at least 10 years
of the 30 years past during which armor plate has been made
and furnished for the Government, most of the time by our
own manufacturers, we have been compelled to pay a price some-
what above 40 per cent more than the Government estimates of
what it would cost if the manufacture of armor plate was con-
ducted by the Government itself. Away back in 1807, I believe,
a proposition was made by the Illinois Steel Co.. upon certain
conditions as to output, to the effect that it would supply for a
term of years all the armor plate needed by the Government
of the United States at the rate of about $240 a ton; that is,
about half the average price paid a year previous to the
manufacturers of this country by our own Government. That is
even a lower figure than what the Government experts have
estimated as being the cost at which they themselves could
make armor plate, based upon a total eapacity of 20,000 tons
a year, which, I vnderstand, the Secretary of the Navy, Mr.
Daniels, has recommended as being desirable. The company’s
offer, however, did not specify foce-hardened plates.

I want to digress here for a moment to say that I do not take
the position that the privately owned and privately conducted
enterprises with which the Government deals are dishonest or
extortion:ite; and when 1 voted for one battleship the other day
in the naval appropriation bill I did not thereby indorse some
of the insinuations made by a few of those who advocated a
single battleship—that there was dishonesty or collusion on
the part of our Government Navy officials with shipbuilding con-
cerns. I can not believe that. In justice to the manufacturers
of armor plate in this country in years past, let it be also said
that it was a new business for them. Until 25 years ago all the
armor plate which we purchased was manufactured abroad. It
“;as a new industry, and it was very expensive to make armor
plate.

From the inception of the manufacture of armor plate in
this country down to the present time there have been made
some very marked improvements and at great expense to the
manufacturers. The first improvement probably had {o do more
with the idmixture of the metals; and, in order to make the
plate hard enough to withstand the ballistic tests that were
applied to it by these powerful guns of ours, a composition of
nickel was used. Later on, finding that even with that compo-
sition it was not hard enough to withstand the impact and ex-
plosive force of the shells projected against it, there was de-
veloped a new process of hardening the plate called surface
hardening, and known also as the Harvey process from the
name of its inventor. That work was also attended with great
expense. Practically all these improvements both at home and
abroad were protected by patents. But in view of the fact that
for the past 10 years or more there has been little, if any, de-
crease in the price of this material by the three great concerns
that furnish it to the Government, if there is not an actual
combination that absolutely controls the price of this armor
plate, there is a marked ceincidence in the bids, because the
lowest price at which we have been able to get this armor plate
in the last 10 years has been an average of about $420 a ton,
and I believe $440 a ton during the past 2 years, and this, too,
when there has been great fluetuation in the prices of the raw
materials. Knowing something about the cost at least of pig
iron, I was somewhat surprised to read in the reported hear-
ings on this subject before the Naval Committee that in 1804,
1895, and 1896, during the panic years, when pig iron sold at the
lowest rate ever known, which product contains almost all the -
raw materials that go into armor plate, nevertheless the price
paid by this Government for nrmor plate was the highest, ap-
proximating an average of $625 a ton. Within a year of that
time and dering the period when this Government was paying
upward of $550 a ton, it is a well-known fact that one of the
great concerns in this country sold the same kind of armor
plate to the Russian Government for §240 per ton.

Conceding that there is something in the argument that the
manufacturers of this conntry put up when they say it does not
necessarily follow in all cases that in fairpeas to the Ameriean
consumer they should sell their products and their output at the
same price at home as that at which they sell it to foreigners
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abroad, vet the disparity presented in these figures could hardly
be justifiable.

Every manufacturer knows that there are times when there
comes a glut of his produet in the market. He realizes that in
order to keep the establishment operating at the fullest extent,
employing the largest number of men possible, in order to make
the cost of each unit as low as possible—and, T believe, in not a
few instances also to keep his men employed in times of de-
pression—he must get an outlet for the surplus product. Under
such conditions there have been times when, in order to get rid
of such surplus product, a part of the output has been marketed
abroad and sold in open competition with foreign manufacturers
at a figzure below what was charged here.

But there is another reason, Mr. Chairman, why I am in favor
of our armcr plate being manufactured by the Government,
Not alone on account of price—and it has been shown that we
ean almost cut it in two—but because war raises exigencies and
necessities that differentiate this proposition from many others
of which Governmment ownership is advocated and against which
I would, on principle, place my vote with the conservative Mem-
bers in this House.

Mr., CLINE. Will the gentleman yield?

Alr. SHARP. Yes.

Mr. CLINE. I understand the gentleman is in favor of the
Government establishing an armor-plate factory, for one re(tson.
becanse you can get better armor plate?

Mr. SHARP. Yes; I believe it would come to that.

Mr. CLINE. Does the gentleman expect by that to establish
a competition in prices between the Government and private
manufacturers, and so reduce the price?

Mr. SHARP. 1 am glad the genflemun has asked me that
question, because I may use, in illuminating that point, the lan-
cuage of Secretary of the Navy Daniels when he said at the
hearings recently, in answer to about the same question, that
he was in favor of Government ownership of an armor-plate
factory even if the Government turned the key in the door and
locked it and threw the key away, because the very fact that
the Government had it within its power to establish a manu-
facturing plant to compete against the individual or outside
private enterprises would have the effect, as he said, as in all
other industries, of lowering the price.

Mr. CLINE. Carrying tkat proposition a little further, to
what extent would the gentleman go to induce the Gorernment
to manufacture all of its appliances, munitions, and supplies
that enter into the construction of the Navy? Where would the
gentleman draw the line if he drew it at all?

Mr. SHARP. The line where the Government should cease
to engage in private enterprise must be left largely to the sound
sense of Congress itself. There are limitations beyond which
the Government should not go. I recognize that. In fact, my
position has always been, on general principles, against the Gov-
ernment embarkin" in private enterprises unless the Govern-
ment itself is in the position of consumer buying a trust-con-
trolled product. It was in part for this reason that I recently
voted in favor of the so-called Alaskan railway bill. The
sitnation in that far-off country presented unusual conditions,
Nobody doubted that there was no present promise of a speedy
development of its resources, consisting of vast riches in timber,
coal, and other minerals, if left to private enterprise. The de-
cisive vote by which it carried in the House—231 to 87T—how-
ever, by no means reflects the correct sentiment of the Members
when applied to the subject in the abstract of Government
ownership of railways.

Along this line, as in opposition to Government ownership, I
wish also to refer to the argument presenfed by the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. Dies] the other day. There is no man in this
House who has a higher admiration or more kindly friendship
than I for the able and plain spoken gentleman from Texas.

It was, however, rather suprising to see that gentleman, after
using most of the hour allotted to him in speaking about the
socialistie tendencies of the times and criticizing things in gen-
eral, and especially characterizing the Progressive side of the
House as being visionary and bordering on the line of socialism,
finally wind up himself on horseback, with fluming sword, at
the head of an army posing as a reformer in the City of Mexico.
After spending much of his time in describing the scenes of dis-
turbance in this country, and especially referring to the Rocke-
feller class and the striking miners in the Colorado mines
as both equally responsible for the bad conditions in this
country, he concluded by proclaiming his purpose to be, if given
free rein, to ride at the head of a marching army into the City of
Mexico and there reform conditions that certainly, according to
his own testimony, could not be very much worse than we have
here at home. It is true when asked the question what he
would do after he got there and whether his stay would be per-

manent, he discreetly declined to disclose the full purpose of his
quixotic expedition.

But I look with considerable doubt upon the wisdom of any
course of action that will take you into trouble and then leave’
you there without furnishing some sort of a diagram by means
of which you ean get out of the difficulty. The gentleman advo-
cated the policy of marching with his army into Mexico, and
said he would make only one trip of it. To pursne that policy,
if it means to permanently occupy that country, would be fo
post the United States upon every international highway in
the world as the country of the most monumental hypoecrites
that ever existed. I am fully in aceord with the policy of the
present administration.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SHARP., Not at present. I do not know whether any
reflection was intended upon the present policy when the gen-'
tleman said that he was with the administratios in all of its
policies, *“ whatever they may be”; but I want to say in reply to
that statement that I do not believe he is with the present ad-
minisiration in any of its foreign policies, especially us they
apply to Mexico, if he would attempt to acquire any portion of
its territory by couquest.' I now yield to the gentleman from
Kansas.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, I ask in all sincerifty, and
for the purpose of ascertaining, if possible, what the foreign
policy of the administration is, especially with regard to Mexico.
I do not know, and I have been often asked that question.

Mr. SHARP. Mr. Chairman, in answer fo that question T
want frankly to say that while I am not in the close eonfidence
of either the President or the Secretary of State, yet I do be-
lieve that the policy of the administration, the foreign policy
to which the gentleman refers, as it applies to all nations, is
one founded in absolute justice, good "will, and friendship; and
I believed, voting as I recently did for the repeal of the canal-
toll exemption, that that was one of the steps taken by the ad-
ministration in the interest of good will and justice to all
nations. As far a8 I can interpret the foreign policy as it
applies to Mexico, I would say that the same broad, humani-
tarian purpose exists there. I ecan not believe, I do not believe,
and I never could subscribe to any policy which, under the
guise of friendship—and I disclaim that there is any thought
of that kind in the present administration—would demand en-
tering with a conquering army into Mexico and there acquire
and permanently annex one foot of its soil.

Mr. CAMPBELL. What is the policy of the administration
in regard to Mexico? We have been told for monihs that in a
few days Gen, Huerta would be disposed of; that he would
either resign or be deposed by his enemies at home. What is
the purpose of the administration when Huerta is disposed of?
What is the policy of this administration as to a Government
for Mexico for the immedinte future?

Mr. SHARP. Mr. Chairman, in answer to that question, I
will say that while it is difficult to predict with certainty the
events down there of even a day in advance, yet I have such-
confidence in its wisdom and integrity of purpose that whatever
action is taken will be entirely just and humanitarian; and I
will say further, if I may assume for a moment the rdle of
prophet and put my answer in the negative rather than in the
affirmative form, that emphatically it is not the purpose of the
administration to acquire by conquest any territory in Mexico.
That the restoration of order and the establishing of stable
government in that troubled country will yet come to pass—
and that without war—is my hope and belief.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Mr. Chadirmap, will the
gentleman yield? 2

Mr. SHARP. For a queqtlon

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. I would like to ask the
gentleman swhether he is in the same frame of mind as the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. Dies], and is willing to follow the
administration whether he knows what its purpose is or not?

Mr. SHARP. Mr, Chairman, in answer to that question I
would say that I am willing to follow the administration for
the reason I have just given to the gentleman from Kansas
[Mr. CampBerL], because I have abiding faith in the wisdom
and justice of its purpose,

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. And the gentleman is
willing to do that whether he knows what its policy is or not?

Mr. SHARP. I am willing to trust to those who are in a
position to know better than I the events occurring in Mexico.
But, Mr. Chairman, I can not bere take any more time in
answering these questions. 1 would be very glad to answer
the geiitlemen out of courtesy, but I can not take all of my
time in doing so.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. The faet is, that nobody
knows what the foreign policy of the administration is.
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Mr. SHARP. Mr. Chairman, I decline to yield farther.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman declines to yield.

Mr. SHARP. Mr. Chairman, if I did not have such high
regard and feeling of friendship for my Texas colleagues, espe-
cially my good friends Mr. Garxer and Mr. Saita, who repre-
gent a border line of territory of the modest length of about 800
miles, more or less, along the Rio Grande. I might say that
there would be some justice in placing some of those in anthor-
ity down there upon the firing line, should we have aciual hos-
tilities with Mexico, because most of the war talk has come
from that direction.

Now, my colleagues, T must confess frankly to the House that
I have another purpese in speaking upon the armor-plate propo-
sition. I not only believe in, but strongly commend, the wisdom
of the Secretary of the Navy, Mr. Daniels. whose record has
been most admirable, in advocating Government ownership of
armor-plate factories, and I know that yon will excuse me if
I take a few minutes of that time in saying that I have also a
locnl interest as to where this industry shall be located.

Mr. CLINE. Will the gentleman yield for just one question
before he proceeds further?

Mr. SHARP. Simply for a question.

Mr. CLINE. We all know that the gentleman has had large
business experience in manufacture, and he says he has investi-
gated the manufacture of armor plate—

Alr. SHARP. The subject of it.

Mr. CLINE. The subject of the manufacture of armor plate.
¥ would like to inquire of the gentleman whether in his investi-
gations he came to the conclusion that there existed an agree-
ment or understanding between the private manufacturers of
armor plate to maintain present prices; and if so, whether
lie believes that the Government ought to go into the manufas-
ture of armor plate as a*competitor of private concerns that
now manufacture armor plate as the best method of reducing
prices, or whether he thinks the Government might select some
other method that would be equally conclusive and not go into
business itself? 2

Mr. SHARP. In apnswer to that question, Mr. Chairman, I
would say that there is only one other alternative to the Gov-
ernment itself embarking in the manufacture of its own armor
plate, and that is to permit it to be done by private parties.
The latter plan has been the practice for the last 80 years.
1 do not know that I can better answer that question than to
refer him to the two very exhaustive reports of the Secretaries
of the Navy, one in 1906, under a Republican administration,
and the other in June of last year, under the Demoecratic admin-
istration, both of which boards of investigators advocate a
Government-owned armor-plate factory. Now, as to whether
there has been any collusion or combination upon the part of
the competing, or supposed to be competing, concerns, these pri-
vate manufacturing plants, I am not certain that there bas
been such an understanding or combination; but, as I stated in
opening my =emarks, there has been such a coincidence in prices
asked. such a similarity in amounts, that one would very
strongly infer, it seems to me, that there was some kind of an
understanding and lack of competition between them. We do
know that the Secretary of the Navy has found it necessary
within the past year to adopt rather drastic means for the
purpose of getting a more reasonable bid.

Mr. TAVENNER. Will the gentleman yield?

Alr. SHARP. For a question.

Mr. TAVENNER. Answering the guestion of the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. CLiNE] as to whether competition will bring
down prices, I want to call the attention of the gentleman from
Ohio to the fact that the naval appropriation bill of June T,
1000, gave the Secretary of the Navy authority to build an
armor plant if he could not obtain a reasonable bid from the
armor ring, and that simply the insertion of such a provision in
the naval appropriation bill caused the price of armor plate to
fall from $413 to $345 a ton, and the mere fact that the Secre-
tary of the Navy had authority to build a plant if he conld not

t a fair bid saved the Government something like $10.000,000.

imply the threat of competition reduced the price of armor to
this extent; but as time passed and the moral effect of the
threat wore off, the price of armor went up, and has been going
up ever since.

Mr. SHARP. I think from a reading of the reports that the
gentleman’s statement is fairly corroborated. Now, if I may
Just finish—T will not say uninterrupted by questioners ,because
I must confess I am a little more at home and somewhat more
firmly satisfied in my contention in what I shall say in the re-
mainder of my talk than I may have been upon our Yoreign
policy—I am very sure and certain, Mr. Chairman, that when it
comes t) colsidering the location for an armor-plate factory
we have in Lorain, Ohio, the iron and steel city of Lake Erie,

in my own fourteenth Ohio distriet, the best location in the
United States. [Applause.]

Mr. CAMPBELL. I congratulate the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. SHARP. I have sometimes thought that had Proctor
Knott, famous as a wit, who regaled and entertained his audi-
tors in a marked degree within the walls of this Chamber over
40 years ago when he dilated ard expatiated upon the future
growth and promise of Duluth—aof course, in a sarcastic vein—I
have often thought that had the eloequent Eentuckian been per-
mitted to have lived and spoken 40 years later than he did, he
might have found that his reputation, great even as it was as a
wit. wus still greater as a true prophet. For Duluth, although
it is not located in my district, is nevertheless a city that to-day
bears out to the fullest extent all that was so humorously pre-
dicted of it by him more than a generation ago. It is rightly
called the * Zenith City of the Lakes.”

I hope that I may not be considered immoderate and extrava-
gant when, In calling attention to the claims of my own ecity, I
say that, great as is Duluth, the city of the North. we have a
city of greater promise at Lorain. Why? DBeeause while Duluth
is noted almost entirely on account of its export business as an
iron-ore and grain center, garnering the grain of the fertile
expanse of the Northwest and also the ore of those great iron
mines of the Mesabi Range, yet my ecity of Lorain not only manu-
factures out of thot rav' iron ore, finished produocts in varied
form, but she supplies the coal for the hearths and firesides and
factories of Duluth, and, last of all, she furnishes and bnilds in
her harbor the immense boats that, laden with the coal of Ohilo's
mines, sail northward and bring back in their holds many thou-
sands of tons of the ore.

Mr. MADDEN. Daoes the gentleman think that Lorain would
be the most economical place In Ameriea at which to build an
armor-plate plant?

Mr. SHARP. I am glad the question is asked by the gentle-
man from Illinois, because it gives me the opportunity to answer
yes. emphatieally.

The CHAIRMAN.
expired.

Mr. SHARP. Mr. Chairman, I would like to have 10 minutes
more. )

Mr. FLOOD of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes
to the gentleman.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Suarr]
is recognized for 10 minutes more.

Mr. MADDEN. Will the gentleman tell us why?

Mr. SHARP. 1T shall be pleased to a:swer that question,
though I do not often assume this role of talking to my col-
leagues,

Mr. MADDEN. The gentleman talks so very well and inter-
estingly that he ought to talk every day.

Mr. SHARP. Let me use the remainder of my time in an-
swering the question of the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Mabp-
pEN] and in explaining why Lorain is the place most economi-
cally adapted for the manufacture of armor plate, as he puts it,
in America. Twenty years ago the late Tom L. Johnson, former
mayor of Cleveland. served several terms as a Member, and a
very able Member, of this House. He was great as a states-
man and great as a business man. Those who knew of his
political career might well have thought that all his powers had
been fully used in that direction alone; but when his other
side—that as a suoccessful manuofacturer and promoter of big
enterprises—is considered, we might well say with Goldsmith
of his schoolmaster in his “ Deserted Village " :

Ana still they 'd, and still the wonder grew
That one small head could carry all he knew,

But 20 years ago Tom L. Johnson, in looking about, went out
of his home city of Cleveland over to the neighboring town of
Lorain, then having but 5,000 or 6,000 people—ualthough to-day
it has 35,000—and there saw the wonderful advantages of Lo-
rain as a place for the cheap manufacture of iron and steel.
There he located a great manufacturing plant that employed in
his day 4,000 or 5,000 men. Later he sold it to the United States
Steel Co., and they have since more than doubled that plant.
We have employed there now, when running full eapacity, about
10,000 or 11000 men. Those great furnaces, turning out 3.000
tons of pig iron n day and turning it out every day in the year.
if devoted to that line of manufacture alone could produce 30
miles of track of the heaviest steel rails—or reaching nearly
from here to Baltimore—every 24 hours.

Mr. MADDEN. Would it be the gentleman’s idea to take this
private plant over and make it a Government institution?

Mr. SHARP. Not at all. I was only calling attention to these
conditions, in answer to the guestion of the gentleman, why it
wag a place where iron and steel could be economiecally manu-
factured, because the merest tyro in the business knows that the

The time of the gentleman from Ohio has
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chief ingredients used in the manufacture of those products are
coke and iron ore.

Now, further, as to the advantage of that location. I am not
going to take the time of the House to read at any lengih from
the report and the recommendations of the Ordnance Board of
last year, but I will guote, in part, the following observations
of that board in its report as fo requisites of a site for an
armor-plate plant:

Heveral polnts must be considered In deciding on the site for an armor
plant The Prlnd al ones are the following:

First. Geological character of site

Second. Facilities for secoring raw material,

Third. The Ilabor market.

Fourth. Facilities for delivering completed material.

The forging presses used in the maoufacture of armor and of
forgings are very heavy and operante under a very high hydraulic pres-
sure. Consequently tbe foundations for them must be of the firmest
character, and it is not thought that these machines could be properly
installed except on rock bottom. It is therefore desirable and practically
necessary that the site selected should offer rock bottom at a moderate
deptb—probably not more than 30 feet.

‘he labor market must be given some consideration, although it is
quite probable that If the industry were established In any vicinity the
necessary labor could ultimately secured, provided there was a fair

rospect of contlnuons work. To establish a factory, however, in a loca-
flon in which no allled industry is now established would cause delays
in securing the necessary labor and would undoubtedly increase the cost
of manufacture for a considerable time.

As to the facilities for shlppini completed materinl, a tidewater site
wouald undonbtedly be best from this peint of vilew, since water trans-
gorratlon is cheaper than rail transportation, and does not impese con-

Itions as to size and welght of armor plates which are Imposed by
land transportation. The cost of land transportation for armor ?Iates
is not excessive, but the sizes of cars, dimensions of tunnzls, Il:;r {izes.

ete., have placed a practical limit on the size of armor plates. 1
conditions were not imposed It might be found best In the future to
make larger armor plates, which would be an advantage from the point
of view of the efficiency of the armor in protecting the vessels to which
it was supplied.

First, as to foundations: When we dig 6 or 8 feet down below
the surface we get a solid shale bed underneath almost that en-
tire city. That is one reguirement fully met.

Another is the transportation by water. From the harbor at
Lorain can be shipped by water route freight to any seaport in
the world. I: has also become quife a railroad center.

In this connection, further, speaking about the steel rails
made in Lorain, let me tell my colleagues a fact that may not
be generally known. We have all heard a certain class of po-
litical economists advoeate municipal ownership of about every-
thing, especially the ownership of public utilities. They always
point with pride to Glasgow as the one most successful exponent
of their views. They point to the fact that the street railway
systems of Glasgow are so much better managed for the in-
terests of the people than they would be if conducted by private
enterprise. Let me say to you that although that eity may be
far ahead of us in its civil government, yet when it came to
supplying the rails for their municipally owned street car system
they had to come to Lorain to get the rails, and that, too,
right under the noses of the British manufacturers in full com-

tition.
peBnt there are other reasons. Lorain has never been plagued—
and I do not use the word in any offensive sense—by conditions
such as you unfortunately see out in the mines of Colorado
to-day. My good friend from Illinois [Mr. MappEN], who a few
minutes ago asked me some questions, eertainly knows that
more than one great industry in his home city of Chicago has
had to leave that city and get away from it because they could
not exist in peace there on account of labor difficulties. I know
that several years ago nearly all the pinno manufacturers in
that city had to get outside of the city limits, in the smaller
towns, where they could get more healthy labor conditions. But
in Lorain we have had our great manufacturing establishments,
employing in the aggregate more than 12,000 men, running
smoothly, without a single strike. We have there the satisfac-
tory labor conditions that the Government should have in order
to operate an armor-plate plant successfully.

Then, above all, we have the magnificent harbor at Lorain.
In this connection let me take this opportunity to give my
thanks not only to the House but also to the Commiitee on
Rivers and Iarbors, because I never yet went before them and
asked for anything for the harbor at Lorai» that they did not
give it, and I have asked considerable. Why has it been given?
Because the Board of Engineers have for years past recognized
that that is one of the finest barbors along the Lakes, and that
it has been favored by nature for the most economical trans-
portation of raw materials as well as manufactured goods. The
official figures show that during the past three years the average
tonnage going in and out of that harbor aggregates about
6,600,000 tons a year. So that, assuming that our armor-plate
factory is loeated in the ecity of Lorain, all these requirements
set forth by the ordnance board just quoted will be met in an
ideal way.

Lest I forget it, let me digress for a moment right here. I do
not see the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Tavenser] in the.Hall
just now, but I will take the liberty to gnote him. He is the
anthor of a bill ealling for the loeatien of this project—which
as yet I must admit is rather ethereasl—at his home city of
Rock Island, Il DMeeting me to-day he said, * Why, Mr. SHARP,
¥you have got up at Lorain, in your district, in my judgment, the
best location in the United States for this plant.”

TihedCHAlRI\LAN. The time of the gentleman from Ohio has
expired.

Mr. FLOOD of Virginia. I will yield the gentleman three
minutes more.

Mr. SHARP. Mr. Chairman, the gentieman from Wisconsin
wanted to ask me a question and I will now yield to him.

Mr. COOPER. The gentleman speaks of the advantages of
this magnificent harbor and how generous the Government has
been in improving it. Does not he think, in view of the decision
on the tolls question, that they ought to charge tolls there, and
is it not wrong to subsidize ships going into that eity?

Mr. SHARP. I only wish I had 30 minutes in which to an-
swer the gentleman.

Mr, COOPER. The gentleman will need more than that.

Mr. SHARP. No; but I will refer the gentleman for my posi-
tion on the tonnage tolls to a speech that I delivered in this
House more thap a year ago, in which I emphatically agreed
with the gentleman. I believe that not only tonnage tolls ought
to be applied to Panama, but, to be just and consistent—and I
refer now only to the economical and not the international
phase of the question—they ought to be applied te the tonnage
on every vessel that traverses navigable harbors and waterways
that are developed by Government appropriations.

Mr. COOPER. Does the gentleman think where a county or
State has improved a highway that a tollgate ought to be put
across it and the people compelled to pay?

Mr. SHARP. That is an entirely different proposition.

Mr. COOPER. There is absolutely no difference in principle.

Mr. SHARP. I want to say further that while the Govern-
ment has been generous in improving the harbor at Lorain,
yet that same city has bowed her back under the burden of
bonded indebtedness, aggregating $600,000, as a further sub-
sidy to the great vessel owners whose boats traverse those
lakes and harbors. That is why I am in favor of putting tolls
upon the tonnage of the Great Lakes, just as I am tolls on the
tonnage that uses the Panama Canal.

Mr. SHREVE. For what purpose was the bond issue made?

Mr. SHARP. It was for deepening and widening the river
that was almost exclusively used by t.ose steamship companies.
I want to further add that if I was a shipper of goods, whether
by railroad over a line of steel rails or by water in those great.
vessels, both kinds of carriers would look just alike to me, and
I do not believe in favoring either at the Government expense.

Mr. HAYES. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SHARP. Certainly.

Mr. HAYES. I want to ask the gentleman if he claims there
is any combination or trust among the vessels on the Lakes?

Mr. SHARP. I wish I had more time to speak on that phase
of the question, but I will refer the gentleman to the report of
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. ALExXANDER], a8 chairman of
the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries. Chapter
11 of that report, on ‘ Steamship company affiliations on the
Great Lakes,” is very instructive and illuminating, as it deals
with these combinations.

Mr. HAYES., I want the gentleman’s opinion, because I know
he is famiiiar with the subject.

Mr. SHARP. I know that the greatest suobsidy in the last
seven years is the $35,000.000 that has been given out by your
constitnents and mine for improvement of the harbors, channels,
and locks on the Great Lakes in the form of Government appro-
priations, While I favor the continuned improvement of our
waterways by th: Government, yet I believe the special bene-
ficiaries of this great outlay of mcney—mnow amounting to
nearly $50,000,000 annually—ought to be taxed for at léast the
upkeep of such improvements.

Mr. FLOOD of Virginia. Will the gentleman from Wisconsin
use some of his time?

Mr, COOPER. I will say to the gentleman from Virginia that
I was going to yield to the gentleman from Ohio, but he is out.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, it is now 5 o'clock, and we
have transacted a good deal of business. I wish the gentleman
would move to rise.

Mr. FLOOD of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, I move that the
committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Spealker having re-
sumed the chair, Mr, FiNLey, Chairman of the Committee of
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the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that
committee had had under consideration the bill (H. R. 15762)
making appropriations for the Diplomatic and Consular Service
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1915, and had come fo no
resolution thereon. ;

RELIEF OF CERTAIN SETTLERS IN LOUISIANA.

Mr. ASWELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimouns consent for the
present consideration of the bill (H. R. 5890) for the relief of
settlers within the limits of the grant to the New Orleans,
Baton Rouge & Vicksburg Railroad Co.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read the bill.

The Clerk read the substitute, as follows:

Be it enacted, cte.,, That the Secretary of the Interior be, and hereb
is, authorized and directed to immediately take vp and resume the ad-
justment and adjudication of all rights and privileges :'e!lnq‘uiSh@d.
g‘ranted, conveyed, and confirmed to the New Orleans Pacific Rallway
‘0., s the assignee of the New Orleans, Baton Rounge & Vicksbur
Railrond Co.. by the act of Congress approved February 8, 1887, an
entitled “An act to declare a forfeiture of lands granted to the New
Orleans, Baton Rouge & Vicksborg Railroad Co., to confirm title to cer-
tain Iannds, and for other purposes,” subject to all the provisions and
conditions therein contained for the protection of actual settlers, their
heirs and ass L

SEc. 2. That on the application of persons to make entry In accord-
ance with the provisions of the act aforesaid, the rights only of those
who were actual settlers at the date of definite location, their heirs, or
other persons to whom they mu{ have assigned their PoOSsessory r!ghtS.
prior to Decenber 1, 1913, shall be given consideration as against the
outsianding patent or patents to the New Orleans Pacific Railway Co.

Src. 3. That in determining rights asserted by or on behalf of actual
settlers, their helrs or assigns, proof showing actual settlement at the
date of definite location and the existence of such settlement and occu-
pancy at the present time shall be deemed prima facie evidence of the
continuity of the settlement claim.

Sec. 4. That all claims adverse to the New Orleans I'acific Rallway
Co., or its successors Io Interest, which are not asserted as hereln pro-
wvided within the period of two years from the passage and approval
of this act shall be deemed and considered forever barred.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Touisiana asks unani-
mous consent for the present consideration of the bill. Is there
objection ?

Mr. CAMPBELL. Reserving the right to object, I would like
to ask if this bill has been reported by a committee?

Mr. ASWELL. This bill has the unanimous and favorable
report from the Public Lands Committee, representing all
parties, and it is cordially indorsed by the General Land Office
and the Department of the Interior.

Mr. CAMPBELL. I note that certain titles or deeds are prac-
tically confiscated by the terms of the bill. Is there any con-
sideration given for the property taken?

Mr. ASWELL. There is no title confiscated; it is to quiet
‘he title of the old settlers who have been on the lands for 30
o 40 years, J

. Mr. CAMPBELL. These titles are to be settled notwithstand-
"'ng any patents that may have been heretofore issued?

Mr. ASWELL. It merely brings each case individually upon
Its own merits to the Land Office,

Mr. CAMPBELL. How much land is involved?

Mr. ASWELL. The original grant was three and a quarter
million acres, but it has narrowed down now until it is located
vearly all in my district. I do not know how many acres, but
about forty or fifty thousand acres, and about 400 old settlers.
[ am very anxious to have something done with it before those
old men pass to the beyond.

Mr. CAMPBELL. This bill was called up last Monday on
the Unanimous Consent Calendar.

Mr. ASWELL. Yes; and by a mistake was objected to.

Mr. CAMPBELL. I notice when there was a larger attend-
ince then in the House an objection was made to its consider-
ution.

Mr. ASWELL. I will say that the objection was made
through a misunderstanding, and the gentleman who made it is
very anxious to have that objection withdrawn. I hope the
gentleman will not object.

Mr. CAMPBELL. This bill involves a very large amount of
land.

Mr. ASWELL. It puts the whole matter up to the Land
Dffice.

Mr. CAMPBELL. It is not one of those small private bills
shat ought to be taken up out of its order, when there are very
feww Members here, and I submit to the gentleman from Louisi-
ana that if he is not absolutely sure of his ground it is a pretty
dangerous precédent,

Mr. ASWELL. I am perfectly sure. I have been working
upon this for over a year. I hope the gentleman will not object,
because this is one of my first bills, and he has been a nev
Member himself.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

Mr. BORLAND. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, I
would ask the gentleman from Louisiana if this bill confirms

any titles to the railroad corporation, or does it confirm the title
only tu the actual setilers?

Mr. ASWELL. It brings every case to the Land Office upon
its merits,

Mr. BORLAND. And ithe cases to be adjusted are those
where the iand has been brought into the hands of actual
settlers? :

Mr. ASWELL. It does not affect any land except that in the
hands of actual settlers in 1882,

Mr. BORLAND. It does not relieve the corporation from
any forfeiture of its own grants?

Mr. ASWELL. No.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Has the Senate tnken any action on the
bill?

Mr. ASWELL. It has not. It has yet to go to the Senate.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Speaker, in view of the fact that there
will be opportunity for further consideration of the bill, I shall
not object.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The
Chair hears none. The gentleman from Louisiana asks unani-
mous consent that the bill may be considered in the House a8 in
Committee of the Whole. Is there objection? [After a pause.]
The Chair hears none. The gentleman also asks unanimous
consent that the substitute be considered instead of the bill. Is
there objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none.
The Clerk will read the bill for amendment.

The Clerk read the bill.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time,
was read the third time, and passed.

On motion by Mr. AswgLL, a motion to reconsider the vote by
which the bill was passed was laid on the table.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED.

Mr. ASHBROOK, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re-
ported that they had examined and found truly enrolled bill of
the following title, when the Speaker signed the same:

H. R. 3432. An act to reinstate Frank Ellsworth McCorkle as a
cadet at United States Military Academy.

ABMOR PLATE—EXTENSION OF REMARKS.

Mr. TAVENNER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the Recorp on the subject of armor plate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

CHANGE OF REFERENCE.

By unanimous consent, at the request of Mr. SPARKAMAN, ref-
erence of the bill (H. R. 5502) providing for the markicg and
protection of the battle field known ns Dade's Massacre, in
Sumter County, Fla., and for the erection of a monument
thereon, was changed from the Committee on Military Affairs to
the Committee on the Library.

ADJOURN MENT.

Mr. FLOOD of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House
do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 5 o'clock and 10
minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until to-morrow, Wednes-
day, May 13, 1914, at 12 o’clock noon.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, bills and resolutions were sev-
erally reported from committees, delivered to the Clerk, and
referred to the several calendars therein named, as follows:

Mr. FLOOD of Virginia, from the Committee on Foreign
Affairs, to which was referred the bill (8. 4553) to authorize
the appointment of an ambassador to Argentina, reported the
same without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 664),
which said bill and report were referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. RAKER, from the Committee on the Public Lands, to
which was referred the bill (H. R. 11745) to provide for certifi-
cate of title to homestead entry by a female American citizen
who has intermarried with an alien, reported the same with
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 665), which said
bill and report were referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the.Union.

Mr. FERRIS, from the Committee. on the Public Lands, to
wiich was referred the bill (H. R. 16136) to authorize the ex-
ploration for and dispositior of coal, phosphate, oil, gas, potas-
s'om, or sodium, reported the same without amendment, accom-

-
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panied by a report (No. 668), which said bill and 1eport were
refez;:'ed to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of
tie Union.

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS.

Under clanse 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials
were introdnced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. AINEY: A bill (H. RR. 16472) to provide eguipment
allowance for rural mail carriers; to the Committee on the Post
Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. GOEKE: A bill (H. R. 16473) to amend an act en-
titled “An act to promote the safety of employees and travelers
upon railroads by compelling common carriers engaged in inter-
state commerce to equip their locomotives with safe and suitable
boilers and appurtenances thereto,” approved February 17, 1911
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. CLAYTON : A bill (H. R. 16474) to provide for search
warrants for certain kinds of property and for the disposition
thereof; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. METZ: A bill (H. R. 16475) to amend section 1754
of the Revised Statutes of the United States; to the Cominittee
on Rteform in the Civil Service.

By Mr. RAKER : A bill (H, R. 16476) authorizing the Secre-
tary of the Interior to issue patent to the city of Susanville, in
Lagsen County, Cal., for certain lands, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on the Public Lands.

By Mr. HINDS: A bill (H. R. 16477) to conduct investiga-
tions and experiments for ameliorating the damage wrought to
the fisheries by predaceous fishes and aquatic animals; to the
Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr, BULKLEY : A bill (H. R. 16478) to provide capital
for agricultural development, to create a standard form of in-
vestinent based upon farm mortgages, to equalize rates of in-
terest upon farm loans, to furnish a market for United States
bonds, to provide a method of applying postal savings deposits
to the promotion of the public welfare, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. PETERS of Massachuseits: A bill (H. R. 16479) to
amend the act of April 9, 1012, establishing in the Department
of Labor a bureau to be known as the Children’s Bureau ; to the
Comuittee on Labor.

By Mr. OLDFIELD: A bill (H. R. 16480) amending sections
476, 477, and 440 of the Revised Statutes of the United States;
to the Committee on Patents.

By Mr. FERGUSSON: A bill (H. R. 16451) to establish the
Pecos National Game Refuge, in the State of New 3Mexico, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on the Public Lands.

By Mr. STEPHENS of Texas: A bill (H. R. 164582) to repeal
the provisions of the Indian appropriation acts of June 21, 1908,
and March 1, 1907, remioving the restrictions as to sale, encum-
brance, or taxation of allotments within the White Earth In-
dian Reservation, in the State of Minnesota; to the Committee
on Iudian Affairs.

By Mr. FERGUSSON: A bill (H. R. 16483) to establish a
fishi-cultural station in the State of New Mexico; to the Com-
mittee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. WALSH : Resolution (H. Res. 513) for the installa-
tion of an electrical aud mechanical system of voting; to the
Committee on Accounts,

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ASHBROOK: A bill (H. R. 16484) to
militnry record of Israel Fogie; to the Committee
Affairs.

By Mr. BARCHFELD: A bill (H. R. 16485) granting an in-
crease of pension to Henry C. Bowers; to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions. ¢

By Mr. BURKE of Wisconsin: A bill (H. R. 16480) granting
a pension to Charles M. Hambright; to the Committee on In-
yalid I'ensions.

By Mr. CANTOR: A bill (H. R. 16487) for the relief of
Charles R. Barker; to the Committee on the Post Office and
Post Roads. 3

By Mr. CLAYPOOL: A bill (H. R. 16488) to remove the
charge of desertion from the military record of David Hart; to
the Committee on Military Affairs,

By Mr. EAGAN: A bill (H. RR. 16489) for the relief of Thomas
Nugent; to the Committee on Military Affairs. \

By Mr. EDWARDS: A bill (H. R. 16490) for the relief of
the heirs of Andrew D. Kent, deceased; to the Committee on
War Claims,

correct the
on Military

- By Mr. FERGUSSON: A bill (H. R. 168491) granting an in-

crense of pension to Robert P, Baker; to the Committee on
Pensions. Y

By Mr. FIELDS: A bill (H. R. 16492) for the relief of J. J.
Whitaker; to the Committee on War Clauims,

By Mr. HAMILTON of New York: A bill (H. R. 16403}
granting a pension to Willilam Butts; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 16404) granting an increase of pension to
Johnson M. May; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. HELVERING: A bill (IL. R. 16495) granting an in-
crease of pension to Nels Anderson; to the Commiltee on
Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. KIESS of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. I, 16498) grant-
11113 a pension to Willinm T. East; to the Committee on Pen-
sions.

By Mr. J. R. KNOWLAND: A bill (H. It. 16497) granting a
picnslou to John E. Keyer; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions. .

By Mr. LAFFERTY: A bill (H. R. 106498) granting an in-
crense of pension to Charies . Van Norman; to the Commil-
tee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. LA FOLLETTE: A bill (H. R. 16409) to reimburse
certain employees of Alaska Conl Expedition, 1912; to the
Committee on Claims.

By Mr. MOON: A bill (H. R. 16500) granting an increase
:!f pension to John Martin; to the Committee on Invalid I'en-

ons,

By Mr. REILLY of Wiseonsin: A bill (H. R. 16601) grant-
ing an increase of pension to Anne Werner; to the Commitice
on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. SLOAN: A bill (H. R. 16502) granting an incrense
of pension to John L. Russell; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 16503) granting an increase of pension to
Willinm Taylor; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. SMITH of Maryland: A bill (H. R. 16504) granting
a pension to Mary E. Andrews; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. STEPHENS of Nebraska: A bill (H. R. 16505) for
the relief of the heirs of Robeit Gray; to the Committee on
War Claims.

By Mr. STEVENS of New Hampshire: A bill (H. R. 16506)
granting a pension to George W. Hutchins; to the Committee on
Pensions.

By Mr. UNDERHILL: A bill (H. R. 16507) granting an in-
erease of pension to Frank Hemenway; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows:

By the SPEAK R (by request) : Resolutions cf certain cit-
izens of Clarendon, Pa.; Chieago, 71 ; Reily, Ohio; Zanesville,
Ohio; and Buffalo, N. Y., protesting against the pranectice of
polygamy in the United Litates; to the Committee or the Judi-
clary.

Also (by request), resolutions of certain citizens of West
Orange, N. J.; Westtown, N. Y.; Lawrencerille, N. J.; Cleve-
land, Ohio; Parkers Landing, Pa.; Clarion, Pa.; Muddy Creek
Forks, Pa.; Baltimore, Md.; Liberal, Kans.; Bound Brook,
N. J.; Perryville, M.l.; New Galilee, Pa.; Jersey City. N. J.;
Kenmore and Baffalo, N. Y.; McDonald, Pa.; Sioux City, Towa;
New York, N. Y.: Bell Center, Ohio; Ashton, Idaho; Fremont,
Ohio; Mount Holly, N. J.; Moscow, N. X.; Clifton, Olhlo; Green-
wich, N. Y.; Rockville Center, N. Y.; De Graff, Ohio; and West
Middlesex, Pa., protesting against the praetice of polygamy in
the United States; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. AINEY : DPetitions of sundry citizens of East Smith-
field; the Christian Endeavor Soclety and 50 citizens of Union
Dale; the Woman’s Christian Temperance Union of Hamlin;
and 400 citizens of Monroetown, all in the State of I'ennsyi-
vania, favoring national prohibition; to the Committee on the
Judiciary. _
© By Mr. ANSBERRY : Petition of the International Union of
the United Brewery Workmen, of Cincinnati, Ohio, protesting
agninst national prohibition; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

A?m. memorial of the Interdenominational Brotherhood, of
Ottawa, Ohio, favoring national prohibition; to the Committee
on the Judielary.

By Mr. ASHBEROOK : Pelition of the American Association of
Foreign Langnage Newspapers, protesting against the enactinent
of national prohibition; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
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Also, memorial of the Newark (Ohio) Trades and Labor As-
sembly, protesting against national prohibifion; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. AUSTIN: Memorial of sundry citizens of Jackson,
Tenn., favoring the Bristow and Mondell resolution, relative to
franchising women; to the Committee on the Judiciary,

By Mr. BAILEY : Petition of the tariff-reform committee of
the Reform Club, of New York City, favoring repeal of canal
tolls exemption; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. BAKER : Petitions of 62 citizens of Egg Harbor, N. J.,
aguinst national prohibition; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of sundry citizens of Bridgeton, N. J., favoring
national prohibition; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BARCHFELD: Petition of sundry citizens of the six-
teenth ward of Pittsburgh, Pa., protesting against national
prohibition ; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, papers to accompany bill to inerease pension of Henry C.
Bowers, late of Company B, Fifteenth Pennsylvania Volunteers;
to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. BARNHART: Petitions of members of the First
Brethren Church and the First Evangelical Church at Elkhart;
the Brethren Church at Nappanee; the Methodist Protestant
Church of Elkhart; the Evangelical Church of Nappanee; the
Yonng Woman’s Christian Association, the Woman's Christian
Temperance Union, and the Woman’'s Missionary Society of the
Presbyterian Church, of Elkhart, all in the State of Indiana,
petitioning the passage of the Smith-Hughes bill to provide Fed-
eral censorship of motion pictures; to the Committee on Educa-
tion.

Also, petition of sundry citizens of La Crosse and Judson.
Ind.. favoring the passage of House bill 5308; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

3y Mr. CALDER : Petition of the Women’'s Political Union of
New York, favoring women's suffrage; to the Committee on the
Judiciary. -

Also, petition of the Medical Society of New York, to provide
for mental examination of arriving immigrants; te the Commit-
tee on Immigration and Naturalization.

By Mr. CARAWAY : Petitions of 165 citizens of Marvel, Ark.,
favoring national prohibition; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. COOPER: Petition of sundry citizens of Wankesha
and Kenosha, Wis., protesting against national prohibition; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

. Also, petition of the Civie Class of Racine, Wis., favoring
passage of Bristow-Mondell resolution providing equal suffrage;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. CURRY : Petition by the Napa Epworth League, rep-
resenting 75 people. of Napa, Cal., in favor of national constitu-
tional prohibition; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition by 45 residents of Contra Costa County, Cal.,
against House joint resolution 168 and Senate joint resolutions
600 amd S8, relative to national prohibition; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

Also, petition of 142 citizens of Crockett, Contra Costa County,
Cal.. ngainst the adoption of House joint resolution 168 and Sen-
ate joint resolutions 50 and 88, relative to national prohibition;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. DANFORTH : Petitions of 283 residents of Genesee,
Erie, Livingston, and Monroe Counties, all in the State of New
York, against national prohibition; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

Also, petitions of William D. Horstmann, Peter Gerling, Charles
B. Cunningham, Albert C. Wischmeyer, L. W. Fromm, Fred
Schneider, August Boerner, Otto Boigk, Herbert Leary, Abe
Neiman, Frederick Block, B. R. Briggs, P. H. Converse, Alphonse
P. Leinen, George F. Loder, L. G. McGreal, William Milbredt,
Harry F. Miller, Willlam Muleahy, Albert F. Nunn, E. H. San-
ford, Henry C. Seidel, John Sellinger, Peter Stammerberger,
J. B. Sarceno, Emanuel Kovelski, the F. B. Rae Co., the Joseph
A. Schantz Co., A. G. Kallmeler, Michael Modella, F. J. Rettig,
Samuel Aiole, jr., W. F. Hohmann, F. J. Kelly, E. J. Leinen,
E. R. Grafius, W. G. Gilbert, Joslyn Foster, H. N. Steencken,
C. M. Flaherty, Eric C. Moore, Henry Logemann, A. F. Mason,
Frunk D. Smith, jr., J. H. Handley, T. P. Cauley, W. C. Roden-
beck, Joseph F. Engel, Griff D. Palmer, William 8. Addison, the
Rochester Bill Posting Co., Louis A. Wehle, Frederick W. Zol-
Jer, O. B. Goodenough, August Moeller, the Rochester Cooperage
Co.. E. A. Fletcher, G. F. Jacobs, George C. Gerling, the F. E.
Reed Glass Co., William T. Mensing, H. F. Fleck, Fee Bros.,
George J. Ermatinger, John Byrne, E. M. Bauer, M. E. Wollf,
Messner & Swenson, the Bartholomay Brewing Co., the Flower
City Brewing Co., the Moerlbach Brewing Co., D. A. O'Keefe,

Thomas C. Riley, B. 8. Rapplee, F. C. Loebs. E. B. King, the
Hotel Eggleston Co., Victor Kiefer, W. A. Perkins. Carmelo
Panepinto, G. A. Wegman, Henry Clifton, Frank Ruh, George
A. Glaesgens, A. Miller, Edward Bryant, and Messrs. Natt,
Bareham & McFarland, all of RRochester; also the Power Spe-
cialty Co., of Dansville; James E. Mykins and 21 others, of
Charlotte and vicinity ; W. F. Crickle, of Batavia; G. L. Savage,
of New York City; and the Sonoma Wine & Brandy Co., of
Brooklyn, all in the State of New York, against national pro-
hibition; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petitions of Loren 8. Duggan and 54 others, of Wyoming
County; F. I. Thayer and 101 others, of Broome County: and
B. H. Arnold and 28 others, of Essex County, all in the State
of New York, favoring national prohibition; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. DIXON : Petition of 67 citizens of Lawrenceburg, Ind.,
against nation-wide prohibition and House joint resolution 168
and Senate joint resolutions 88 and 50; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

Also, petition of various retail dealers of Fort Wayne, Ind.,
against House bill 2072, relative to time gnaranties in gold-filled
watcheases; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce. ‘

Also, petition of 22 citizens of Franklin and Seymour, Ind.,
against Sabbath observance bill; to the Committee on the
District of Columbia.

Also, petitions of 25 citizens of St. Leon, Ind., and 430 citi-
zens of fourth congressional distriet of Indiana, against na-
tional prohibition; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. DONOVAN: Petition of sundry citizens of Danbury,
Conn., against national prohibition; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. DOOLITTLE : Petition of sundry ecitizens of the State
of Kansas, favoring establishment of a bureau of farm loans
(H. R. 11755) ; to the Committee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. DOUGHTON: Petition of sundry citizens of Salis-
bury, N. C., against polygamy in the United States; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of D. A. Klutz, of Concord, N. C., against
national prohibition ; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. DRUKKER : Petition of sundry citizens of the State
of New Jersey, protesting against national prohibition; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. EAGLE: Petition of sundry citizens of Houston, Tex.,
against national prohibition ; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ESCH: Memorial of the Danbury (Wis.) Equal
Rights Club, favoring passage of the Bristow-Mondell resolu-
tion, relative to enfranchising women; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. FERGUSSON: Petitions of J. L. Haas, B. M. Lorney,
and C. B. Cusack, post-office clerks of Tucumeari; and V. IL
Waite, Oscar E. Burch, Walter Randolph, and E. O. Thomas,
letter carriers of East Las Vegas, all in the State of New
Mexico, favoring the granting of compensntory time to postal
employees on one of the six days following the Sunday on
which service is performed; to the Committee on the Post Office
and Post Roads.

Also, petition of Adam Rohe, Fletcher Owen, A. W. Wilde,
and 24 other citizens of Artesia, N. Mex., favoring national pro-
hibition; to the Committee on the Judiciary,

By Mr, FLOOD of Virginia : Petition of the Methodist Church
and the Shiloh Woman’s Christian Temperance Union, of Eagle
Rock, Va., favoring national prohibition; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. GERRY : Petitions of 700 residents of Rhode Island,
protesting against the passage of legislation providing for mna-
tional prohibition; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of Paul Castiglioni, Dodge & Camfield Co., the
Eddy & Fisher Co., and the T. F. Donahue Co., all of Provi-
dence, R. 1., protesting against the passage of legislation pro-
viding for national prohibition; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

Also, petitions of 22 residents of Westerly; 15 residents of
Alton; 29 residents of Cranston and vicinity; 21 residents of
Providence; 45 residents of Scituate and Foster; Willinm IL
Grout, of Providence; and Trinity Baptist Mission, of Provi-
dence, all in the State of Rhode Island, urging the passage of
legislation providing for national prohibition; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary. ;

Also, petition of A, J. Magoon & Son, of Providence, R. I,
protesting against the passage of Honse bill 11321, providing
for patents on designs; to the Committee on Patents. .

Also, petition of the League of Improvement Societies in
Rhode Island, protesting against a change from present policy
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of Government regarding government of District of Colmmbia;
to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

‘Also, petition of the Ministerial Association of Westerly,
R. L. protesting against the passage of House bill 12928, to
amend posial laws; to the Committee on the Post Office and
Post Roads.

Also, petitions of John C. Brennan, Edward Brennan, William
F. MacDonaid, Maunde E. MacDonald, D. 8. Duffy, Mabel Hard-
ing, G. L. Harding, John J. Duffy, Irere O. Dougherty, Ruth
Barton, Emma M, Burke, M. E. Brennan, L. I. Ahern, Lucy
MeDonald, Thomas J. O'Reilly, Margaret E. B. Doyle, Ella D.
O'Reilly, James Gorman, Daniel Gorman, Mrs., Edward Brennan,
Margaret J. O'Neill, Catherine E. Lyons, Josie R. O'Neill, H. A.
Klemner, Angelina 8. Coelho, and Elizabeth A. Doyle, all of
Providence, R. 1., urging the passage of the Bristow-Mondell
resolutions for woman suffrage; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

Also, petitions of Mrs. Caroline Dowell, the Woman Suffrage
Party of Ithode Isiand, and Charles H. Westcott, all of Provi-
dence, It 1., urging the passage of the Bristow-Mondell resolu-
tions for woman suffrage; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. GRAHAM of Pennsylvania: Petition of the tariff
reform committee of the Reform Club, favoring repeal of the
canal-tolls exemption; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

Also, petition of the Patriotic Order Sons of Ameriea, favor-
ing the literacy test in the immigration bill (H. R. 6060); to
the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization.

By Mr. GRIEST: Petition of Rev. W, T. Dunkle, pastor of
the Lancaster Avenue Methodist Episcopal Church, of Lancaster,
Pa., 35 citizens of New Providence, and 13 citizens of Refton, all
in the State of Pennsylvania, favoring national prohibition; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of the Medical Club of Harrisburg, Pa., relative
itll Harrison antinarcotic bill; to the Committee on Ways and

eans.

By Mr. HAMILTON of New York: Pefitions of the German
Order Hari Gari, Standhaft Lodge, No. 425, of Olean, and citi-
zens of Cattaraugus and Allegany Countles, and of Portland,
Rtandolph, and Fredonia, all in the State of New York, against
national prohibition; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of 2.013 voters of the forty-third congressional
district of New York, protesting against the passage of the
ll;‘ll[oml]‘pr(}hibltioll resolutions; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

Also, petition of sundry citizens of the forty-third congres-
sional district of New York, protesting against the passage of
the national-probibition resolutions; to the Committee on the
Judieciary,

Also, petitions of the faculty of the Friends' Indian School
and sundry citizens of Tunesassa, Cattaraugus, and Canaseraga ;
the Woman's Christinn Temperance Union of Little Valley:
sundry citizens of Chautangua, Bolivar, Richburg, Frewsburg.
Cuba, South Dayton, Niobe, Little Genesee, Andover, Fredonia,
Angelica, Stockton, Dunkirk, and various churches representing
52 citizens of Lake Pleasant, 40 citizens of Panama, 334 citizens
of I'alconer, 43 citizens of Gerry, 500 citizens of Silver Creek.
1568 citizens of Avoen, 610 citizens of Franklinville, 50 citizens
of Friendship, 400 citizens of Rushford. 100 citizens of James-
town, 300 citizens of Portville, and 630 citizens of Wellsville,
all in the State of New York, favoring national prohibition; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petitions of sundry eitizens of Randolph and Fredonia,
N. Y., and Allegany County, N. Y., favoring bill to amend postal
laws; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads

3y Mr. HAYDEN : Petitions of sundry citizens of Flagsiaff,
Yuma, Eden, and Mrs. P. Schour and 40 other citizens of Selig-
man. all in the State of Arizona, favoring equal suffrage; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petitions of Mary J. Battin and 52 other citizens of
Phoenix, the Woman's Christian Temperance Union and 97 citi-
zens of Flugstafl, 50 citizens of Tuecson, 74 citizens of Winslow,
and the Federation of Churches of Globe, all in the State of
Arizona, favoring national prohibition; to the Commitfee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. HOWELL: Petition of Mrs. E. McLeese and 250 other
citizens at a congregational meeting at the Westminster Church,
Salt Lake City, Utah, favoring national prohibition; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

. By Mr. HULINGS : Petitions signed by 149 voters of Frank-
lin, Venango Counnty, Pa., in favor of the national prohibition
amendment; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of 34 voters of Clarvington, P’a., favoring na-
tional prohibition; to the Commitiee on the Judiciary,

By Mr. IGOE: Petitions of sundry citizens of 8t. Louis, Mo.,
protesting against national prohibition; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. JOHNSON of Washington: Petition of sundry citizens
of Aberdeen, Wash., protesting against loss of life in Colorado
mines; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of 191 citizens of Castle Rock, Wash., and 26
citizens of Ostrander. Wash., favoring national prohibition: to
the Committee on the Judiciary. .

Also, memorial of Socialist Local No. 7, of Hoquiam, Wash.,
opposing war with Mexico; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

Also, petitions of sundry citizens of Vancouver and Plerce and
King Counties, all in the State of Washington, protesting
against national prohibition; fo the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island: Petitions of the Men’s
Class. Pawtucket (R. 1I.) Congregational Church. and 20 voters
of North Providence, R. 1., favoring national prohibition; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. KINKEAD of New Jersey : Petition of sundry citizens
of the fifteenth Pennsylvania district, favoring national prohibi-
tion; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of sundry citizens of New Jersey, favoring
national prohibition; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of sundry citizens of New Jersey, against na-
tional prohibition; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. J. R. KNOWLAND : Resolutions adopfed by the board
of directors of the Chamber of Commerce of San Franciseo, Cal.,
favoring the passage of Senate bill 3998, providing for an ap-
propriation of $500,000 for the erection of new buildings for the
United States Marine Hospital in San Francisco; to the Com-
mittee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

Also, resolutions passed by Imperial Valley Typographiecal
Union, No. 707, of El Centro, Cal., protesting against the pro-
posed increase in second-class postage rates; to the Commiitee
on the Post Office and Post Roads.

Also, resolution adopted by the Centennial Presbyterian
Church, of Oakland, Cal., favoring national prohibition; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, resolution passed by the City Council of Berkeley, Cal.,
favoring the passage of Senate bill 3677, providing for a grant
of right of way and other privileges to Allan C. Rush to con-
struet a suspension bridge across San Francisco Bay; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. KONOP: Petitions of the Danbury (Wis.) Equal
Rights Club and Racine (Wis.) Civies Class, favoring national
prohibition; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of 40 citizens of Gillett, Wis, and 70 citizens
of Sister Bay, Wis., favoring national prohibition: to the Com-
mittee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. LANGHAM: Petitions of various churches and or-
ganizations representing 204 citizens of Coolspring, 16 citizens
of Lickingville, 925 citizens of Brookville, 275 citizens of Stan-
ton, 100 ecitizens of Ohl, 550 citizens of Punxsutawney, and 57
citizens of Baxter, all in the Staie of Pennsylvania, favoring
national prohibition; fo the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. LEVY : Petition of M. K. Simkhoviteh, of Greenwich,
N. Y, relative to natoralization of immigrants; to the Com-
mittee on Immigration and Naturalization.

Algo, petitions of sundry citizens and business men of New
York and the International Union of the United Brewery Work-
men of America, of Cineinnati, Ohio, protesting against national
prohibition; to the Comunittee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of the Association of Master Plumbers of New
York City, favoring passage of House bill 14288, relative to sav-
ing profit of the middle man; to the Committee on Public
Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. LEWIS of Maryland: Petition of the members of the
Just Government Leagune of Maryland, at a meeting held in
Baltimore, Md., praying the passage of the Mondell resolution
amending the Constitution enfranchising women; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

Also, petitions of the members of the Just Franchise League
of Talbot County, Md., at a meeting held in Easton, Md., pray-
ing the puassage of the Mondell resolution nmending the Consti-
tution enfranchising women ; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Algo, petitions of the members of the Just Government League
of Maryland, adopted at meetings held in Baltimore County;
Cumberland, Allegany County: Rockville, Montgomery County ;
Annapolis, Anne Arundel County; Frederick, Frederick County;
and Westminster, Carroll County, praying the passage of the
Mondell resolution amending the Constitution enfranchising
women ; to the Committee on the Judiciiry.

By Mr. LIEB : Telegrams of the Evansville Grocery Co., Louis
Wasem, the Shimer Wire & Steel Co., M. G. O'Drien, the Ber-
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nardin Bottle Cap Co., the Koch Outfitting Co., Samuel L. Orr,

the Evansville Bookease & Table Co., Will C. Gentry, T. R. Corn,
the Evansville Investmenl Co., the I. Gans Co., J. W, Pearson &
Co., the Ichenhauser Co., E. Durre, Charles Leich & Co., the
Hinkle Shoe Co., the St. George Hotel, H. D. Bourland, Fred
Van Orman, the Public Utllities Co., Sebastian Henrich, Frisse
& Frisse, Percy P. Carroll, Philip W, Frey, Bernard De Vry, the
Andres Co., Charles N. Wittenbraker, the Wm. HE. French Co.,
Sol Hammer, the Progress Clothing Co., Greene & Greene, Mayor
Benjamin Bosse, President Emil Weil, of the Evansville Busi-
ness Association, Will O. Ferguson, A. M. Weil, Max De Jong,
Secretary Carl Dreisch, of the German Alliance of Indiana,
the Laughlin Realty Co., the Sonntag Investment Co., the Wol-
ilin Lubring Lumber Co., . W. Griese, Fred W. Lauenstein, H.
Karn, the Globe Paper Co., F. W. Bockstege, 8. Kahns Sons,
F. W. Petersheim, the Evansville Metal Bed Co., the Metal Fur-
niture Co., the Koch Outfitting Co,, the Metal Manufacturing
Co., William A. Koch, the Bockstege Furniture Co., Fred Geiger
& Son, Rosenberger, Klein & Co., the Southwestern Broom Manu-
facturing Co., the Helfrich Lumber Co., the Peerless Selling
Co., the Peerless Tank & Seat Works, the Helfrich Pottery Co.,
the National Pottery Co., the Anchor Supply Co., the Kellar
Crescent Printing & Engraving Co., the Henn, Speck Co., Sterm
Stock & Co.. A. Bromm & Co., the Sieffert Electric Co.. D. 8.
Bernstein, Strouse & Bros., the Ragon Bros., the Bitterman
Bros., A. Brentano, Gus B. Mann, Charles W. Cook, R. H. Pen-
nington, G. Michael Daussman, Henry E. Cook, A. B. Schmidt,
Heury Stockfleth, Charles F. Hartmetz, Gus C. Meyer, George
P. Stocker, Henry A. Wimberg, all of Evansville, Ind.; also th
Indianapolis Hotel and Restaurant Keepers' Association, the
Indiana Hotel Keepers' Association, the Liberal League of In-
diana, and the Indianapolis Chamber of Commerce, protesting
against national prohibition ; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. LOBECK: Petition of the Ladies' Auxiliary of the
National Association of Letter Carriers, favoring ecivil-service
retirement; to the Committee on Reform in the Civil Service.

Also, petition of the Omaha Typographical Union, favoring
Bartlett-Bacon anti-injunction bill; to the Committes on the
Judieiary.

Also, petitions of F. H. Davis and other citizens of the second
congressional distriet of Nebraska, against national prohibi-
tion; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. McGILLICUDDY : Petition and resolutions of sundry
citizens of Rumford Center; the Maine Street Free Baptist
Church, of Lewiston; the Advent Christian Conference at Me-
chanic Falls; and the Advent Sunday School Association,
Mechanic Falls, all in the State of Maine, favoring national
prohibition ; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. McLAUGHLIN: Memorials of sundry citizens of
Muskegon, Mich., favoring investigation of Pere Marquette Rail-
road Co.; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,

Also, memorials of various residents of Newaygo County,
Mich., favoring amendment to Constitution prohibiting manu-
facture, sale, etc., of intoxicating liguors; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

Also, memorial of Muskegon (Mich.) Lodge, No. 63, Brother-
hood of Railway Clerks, against national prohibition of mann-
facture, sale, etc., of alcohalic beverages; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

Also, memorial of sundry citizens of Manistee County and
the Muskegon Trandes and Labor Council, of Muskegon, all of
the State of Michigan, favoring investigation of Pere Marguette
Railrond Co.; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
meree.

Also, memorial of sundry citizens of Traverse City, Mich.,
favoring House bill 5139, to provide for system of retirement
or superannuxation for civil-service employees; to the Cowm-
mittee on Reform in the Civil Service.

Also, memorial of varlous residents of Wexford County,
Mich., favoring pure fabric and leather bill introduced by Mr,
Lindquist ; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Cominerce.

Also, memorial of sundry citizens of Copemish, Mich., favor-
ing H. R. 12028, to allow compensatory time for postal em-
ployees; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

Also, memorial of sundry citizens of the ninth congressional
district of Michigan, favoring Hinebaugh bill (H, R. 5308) to
tax mail-order houses; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of the Woman's Christian Temperance Union
of Shelby, Mich., favoring national prohibition; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MAPES: Petition of sundry citizens of Michigan
against national prohiLition; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MERRITT: Pelitions of sandry citizéens of Burke,
Wadhams, Gouverneur, and Ogdensburg, all in the State of New

York, favoring national prohibition; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

- By Mr. METZ: Petition of sundry citizens of Brooklyn, N. Y.,
against national prohibition; to the Committee on ihe Judiciary.

Also, petition of the Medical Society of New York, to provide
for mental examination of arriving immigrants; to the Commit-
tee on Immigration and Naturalization.

Also, petition of the Women Physicians’ Branch of Political
Equality League, of Brooklyn, N. X., for wonuan suffrage; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MOON: Papers to accompany a bill for relief of John
Martin; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. MORGAN of Oklahoma : Reselutions of Stella Quar-
terly Meeting of Friends, representing 1488 people, held in
Alfalfa County; the Woman’s Christian Temperance Union pub-
lie meeting, representing 125 people, of Beaver; Willard me-
morial meeting, representing 156 people, of Arapaho; the Alva
Friends Church, representing G0 people, of Alva; the Keystone
Methodist Episcopal Sunday School, of Alva; the Alva Friends
Christinn Endeavor, representing 18 people, of Alva, all in the
State of Oklahoma, indorsing national prohibition amendment;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petitions of Irvin B. Ramseier and 16 other citizens of
Major County; Andrew J, Udell and 13 other citizens of Optima ;
Henry A. Dower and 19 other citizens of Major County; Jen-
nie C. Hanna and 55 other citizens of Beaver County; John C.
Conrad and 11 other citizens of Custer County; Rev, M. Porter
and 127 other citizens of Woodward; John W. White and 24
other citizens of Dewey County; J. R. MeChesney and 13 other
citizens of Dewey County; John Scott Johnson and 25 other
citizens of Oklahoma City; W. W. Fautlinger and 25 other
citizens of Texas County; W, H. Crow and 37 other citizens of
Aline; the Edmond Men’s Gospel Team, representing 144 men,
of Edmond, all in the State of Oklahoma, indorsing national
prohibition amendment; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition signed by sundry citizens of the second district,
State of Oklahoma, favoring House bill 10080, prehibiting the
misbranding of an article which is made from fabric, leanther,
or rubber ; to the Committe2 on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

Also, resolution of the Oklahoma State Sunday School Con-
vention, signed by D. 8. Wolfinger, president, and Alvin Camp-
bell, secretary, approving the Sheppard-Hobson resolution for
national prohibition ; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr, J. I. NOLAN: Petition of the Chicago Federation of
Labor, relative to strike conditions in Colorade; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of the Public Ownership Assoclation of San
Francisco, Cal, relative to strike conditions in Colorado; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of the Board of Trade of San Francisco, Cal.,
relative to erection of new buildings for United States Marine
Hospital at San Francisco; to the Committee on Public Build-
ings and Grounds,

By Mr. O'LEARY : Petition of the Medical Society of New
York, to provide for the mental examination of arriving immi-
grants; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization,

Also, petitions of sundry citizens of New York, against
national prohibition: to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of the Women Physicians’ Branch of the Po-
litieal Equality League, of Brooklyn, N. Y., favoring woman
suffrage; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. PAIGE of Massachusetts: Petitions of sundry citi-
zens of Massachusetts, against national prohibition; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. :

Also, petition of the Leominster (Mass.) Civie League, rela-
tive to censorship of moving pictures; to the Committee on
Education.

Also, petition of sundry voters of Spencer, Mass, favoring
national prohibition; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petitions of various business men of Globe Village, Fisk-
dale, Monson, Three Rivers, West Brookfield. and East Brook-
field, all in the State of Massachusetts, favoring passage of
Honse bill 5308, relative to taxing mail-order houses; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. PATTEN of New York: Petition of sundry citizens
of New York against national prohibition; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. RAKER: Resolutions by the Central Federated Union
of New York, protesting against national prohibition legislation;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, letters from 15 citizens of Placer and Nevada Countles,
Cal., protesting against the passage of national prohibition legis-
lation; to the Committee on the Judielary.

By Mr. REED: DPetition of Ernest Fox Nichols and two
others from Dartmouth College, Hanover, N. H,, protesting
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against intervention by the United States at Mexico; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs,

Also, petition of Clarence E. Kelley, principal of Nute High
School, and others, of Milton, N. H., protesting against interven-
tion by the United States at Mexico; to the Committee on For-
eign Affairs.

Also, petitions of Rev. Irwing J. Enslin and 28 others, all of
Derry, N. H., and of Joseph R. Dionne and 4 others, all of Con-
cord, N. H., protesting against intervention by the United States
in Mexico; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. REILLY of Connecticut: Petitions of Cigarmakers’
Union, No. 39, of New Haven, Conn., sundry citizens of the State
of Conuecticut, and the Central Federated Union of New York,
protesting against national prohibition; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

Also, petitions of sundry citizens and woman-suffrage socleties
of the State of Connecticut, favoring passage of the.Bristow-
Mondell resolution, relative to franchise for women ; to the Com-
mittee on the Judielary.

By Mr. REILLY of Wisconsin: Petition of sundry citizens of
Manitowoe, Wis,, against national prohibition; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary. .

By Mr. SCULLY : Petition of sundry citizens of the State of
New Jersey, protesting against national prohibition; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of sundry citizens of the third congressional dis-
triet of New Jersey, favoring national prohibition; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SIMS: Petition of sundry citizens of Jackson, Tenn.,
favoring woman suffrage; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SLOAN: Petitions of 100 citizens of Thayer, 200 citi-
zens of Aurora, 350 citizens of McCool Junction, and 600 citizens
of Dorchester, all in the State of Nebraska, favoring national
prohibition; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. J. M. C. SMITH : Protest 11 62 citizens of Marshall and
Calhoun Counties and 25 citizens of Kalamazoo and Kalamazoo
County, all in the State of Michigan, against national prohibi-
tion (Hobson, Sheppard, and Works resolutions); to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

Also. protest of 12 citizens of Albion, Mich., against section 6
of House bill 12928, to amend postal laws; to the Committee on
the Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. STEPHENS of Texas: Petition of the members of
the XLI Club, of Gainesville, Tex., favoring Federal censorship
of motion pictures; to the Commitiee on Edueation.

By Mr, SUTHERLAND : Petition of 75 citizens of Good Hope.,
50 citizens of Tichenel, 386 citizens of Ravenswood, 32 citizens
of Point Pleasant, the State grange (representing 3,000 citizens),
18 citizens of Huntington, 450 citizens of Blacksville, and 38
citizens of Berkeley Springs, all in the State of West Virginia,
favoring national prohibition; to the Cominittee on the Judi-
ciary,

By Mr. TAVENNER : Petition of Earl Anderson, of Warsaw,
and C. L. Beardley, of Rock Island, Ill., protesting against
national prohibition; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of E. E. James, of Prairie City, Ill., favoring
passage of House bill 133035, the Stevens bill; to the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. TAYLOR of Arkansas: Petition of 42 citizens of the
sixth district of Arkansas, against national prohibition; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of Mrs. T. Y. Murphy, of Pine Bluff, Ark., presi-
dent of the Woman’s Christian Temperance Union in the sixth
district of Arkansas, favoring netional prohibition; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. UNDERHILL: Petition of sundry citizens of Peru-
ville, N. Y., favoring national prohibition; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

Also, petition of various voters of Groton, N. Y., favoring
national prohibition; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of the Chitago Federation of Labor, favoring
Government ownership of the mines in the United States; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of the Women Physicians' Branch of the Polit-
feal Equality League, of Brooklyn, N. Y., and sundry citizens of
the United States, favoring passage of the Bristow-Mondell
resolution, relative fo franchising women; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

Also, petition of the Medical Society of the State of New
York, relative to providing for mental examination of arriving
immigrants at New York; to the Committee on Immigration and
Naturalization.
© By Mr. WHITE: Petition of sundry citizens of Ohlo against
national prohibition; to the Commitee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. WHITACORE : Petition of the Woman Suffrage Party
of Mahoning County, Ohio, and Woman Suffrage Association
of Canton, Ohio, favoring woman suffrage; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

Also, petition of the Socialists of Stark County, Ohio, relative

to strike condifions in Colorado; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.
" Also, petitions of Epworth League Chapter, No. 929, of the
Methodist Epicopal Church of Lisbon, Ohio, and churches and
organizations representing 445 citizens of Massillon and 1,025
citizens of Salem, Ohio, favoring national prohibition; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. WILSON of New York: Petition of E. La Montague's
Sons, of New York, against national prohibition; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

Also, memorial of the Wine and Spirit Traders' Society and
thie Manufacturers and Dealers’ League, of New York, protest-
ing against national prohibition; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

Also, petition of George H. Armstrong, of New York City,
protesting agninst national prohibition; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

Also, petition of the house of delegates of the Medical So-
ciety of the State of New York, relative to examination of
immigrants; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturali-
zation.

Also, memorial of the independent retail merchants of New
York, favoring the passage of the Stevens bill (H. R. 13305)
relative to price cutting; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce,

SENATE.
WepNespay, May 13, 1914.

The Chaplain, Rev. Forrest J. Prettyman, D. D., offered the
following prayer:

Almighty God, Thou hast hidden the sources of Thy power be-
youd all our power of humun thought to reach; but Thon hast
reveiled unto us Thy personal character, and we have found
Thee to be a God of love. Thou hast spoken to us the last
word of love. Thou hast performed already the highest and
divinest act of love. We are persuaded that neither death. nor
life, nor angels, nor principalities, nor powers, nor things pres-
ent, nor things to come, nor height, nor depth, nor any other
creature shall be able to separate us from the love of God,
which is in Christ Jesus our Lord. We pray that Thy Holy
Spirit may shed abroad Thy love in our hearts, May we plan
for the present, look to the future, and work for the accom-
plishment of the highest good, knowing that truth shall over-
come error and the light of the perfect day shall some day
shine away all the darkness. To this end do Thou guide us.
For Christ's sake. Amen.

The Journal of yesterday's proceedings was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Representatives, by D. K.
Hempstead, its enrolling elerk, announced that the House had
passed the bill (8. 4553) to authorize the appointment of an
ambassador to Argentina.

The message also announced that the House had passed the
bill (8. 2860) providing a temporary method of conducting the
nomination and eleetion of United States Senators, with amend-
ments, in which it requested the concurrence of the Senate.

The message further announced that the House had passed
the bill (S. 4377) to provide for the construction of four reve-
nue cutters, with amendments, in which it requested the con-
currence of the Senate.

The message also announced that the Honse had passed the
following billg, in which it requested the concurrence of the
Senate:

H. R. 5890. An act for the relief of settlers within the limits
of the grant to the New Orleans, Baton Rouge & Vicksburg
Railroad Co.; and

H. R.15503. An act authorizing the appointment of an am-
bassador to the Republic of Chile.

PETITIONS AND MEMORTALS.

The VIC 2 PRESIDENT presenfed petitions of sundry citizens
of Chicago, Moline, Arlington, Ipava, Altona, Joy, Rive. Forest,
Charleston, Equality, Biggsville, and Springfield, in the State
of Illinois; of Lawrenceville, Mount Holly, and Fairton, in the
State of New Jersey; of Brooklyn, Wappingers Falls, Glovers-
ville, Buffalo, New York, Moscow, Westtown, Greenwich, Wad-
dington, and Delhl, in the State of New York; of West Middle-

_sex, Clarendon, Rennerdale, McConnellsburg, West Liberty, Air-
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